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xiii 
An analysis of previous reviews of the parent education 
literature revealed that few reviewers have incorporated 
sound methodological practice in their review process. Most 
reviewers included too few studies and ignored important 
information about the primary research studies that they 
reviewed. The Systematic Training for Effective Parenting 
(STEP) program has received less attention from reviewers 
than any of the other popular programs and information about 
its effectiveness is lacking. 
Forty primary research studies, addressing the 
effectiveness of the STEP program, were located and analyzed 
using the meta-analytic method of review. Research 
questions for this study addressed the issues of 
effectiveness in terms of parent and child attitude change, 
behavioral change, psychological functioning, changes in 
xiv 
self-esteem, changes in the family environment, and changes 
in parent/child interactions. 
The variables that were coded and analyzed included the 
quality of the study, the publication source, socioeconomic 
status of the family, special parent characteristics (e.g., 
drug-addicted, abusive, Chicano, foreign), any children's 
handicaps (e.g . , learning disabled, Title I), type of group 
leader (professional or nonprofessional), type of tapes used 
(audiotape or videotape), design methodology, type of 
program participants (e.g., only mothers, couples, mixed 
parent groups), age of parents, education of parents, and 
age of child(ren). The dependent variables were coded and 
categorized into nine categories for parent measures and 
five categories for child measures . Effect sizes were 
computed for both immediate effects (immediately following 
treatment) and follow-up effects (after a designated elapsed 
time). 
Moderate effect sizes were found which diminished with 
the passage of time. The STEP program was found to be more 
effective with couples than with mothers or with mixed 
parent groups. In addition, the program was found to be 
more effective with younger, less educated parents with 
younger children. Also, although representing only a few 
studies, it was found that exposure to the STEP program was 
associated with larger effect sizes for abusive and drug-
addicted parents. 
Regression analyses were conducted for selected 
dependent measures, and raw score prediction formulas were 
constructed using the age of parents, age of children, and 
education of parents as predictor variables. Suggestions 
are made for future research directions in the area of 
parent education and, specifically, changes in the STEP 
program that might add to its effectiveness. 
xv 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
It remains an irrefutable social and individual 
premise, that no culture has ever been able to provide 
a better shipyard for building storm-proof vessels for 
the journey of man from the cradle to the grave than 
the individual nourished in a loving family. 
Laurens van der Post and Jane Taylor 
Testament to the Bushmen. Harmondsworth, 
Middlesex, England: Penguin Books, 1985 
(pp. 130-131). 
Every generation insists that a strong family is the 
backbone of a strong nation. Educators and researchers 
alike agree that, as the family environment has become more 
complex and fragmented during the later decades of the 
twentieth century, the innate ability of many adults to 
function as responsible parents falls far short of adequate. 
Hawkins (1971, 1974) goes so far as to suggest that 
Universal Parenthood Training should be mandatory for 
everyone and taught in our public school systems. 
There is widespread agreement that good parenting 
skills are essential to producing responsible parents and to 
the development and continuation of strong, functional 
families. In his book entitled The Future of the American 
Family, George Barna (1993) labels one of his chapters 
"Parenting Isn't Child's Play Anymore." Barna states that 
Our society believes that special education is 
necessary to enhance our performance in the most 
important tasks in life. But there are no special 
courses or training required - and surprisingly little 
is even available - to assist parents in their child-
raising tasks. (p. 94) 
Barna points to the increasing divorce rate, the changing 
family structure, the decrease of quality time together for 
families, and several other factors in declaring that 
"parenting is tough - probably tougher than it has ever 
been" (p. 97). 
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In spite of Barna's contention that there are no 
special courses or training required for parenting, hundreds 
of programs have been developed to teach parenting and 
child-rearing skills. These programs are based on a vast 
continuum of theory with applications ranging from strictly 
behavioral to totally cognitive paradigms. The programs 
also vary considerably with respect to their content and 
instructional techniques. 
Some programs are focused on teaching child management 
skills and some are focused on teaching parent communication 
skills. Some programs seek to change specific behaviors in 
children while other programs aspire to change the parents' 
attitudes toward their children and/or their role as 
parents. Some programs rely on a strictly behavioral 
approach while others use a cognitive or eclectic approach 
to parent education. Gibson (1993a) reviewed 300 studies in 
the field of parent education and identified 106 different 
parent training programs, including 26 untitled behavioral 
interventions. 
With so much help available to parents, one wonders why 
parenting has not become an easier, more rewarding endeavor, 
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why modern parents are opting for smaller families, and why 
we are not becoming better parents? The answers, of course, 
are not readily available. Three important factors may be 
involved: (a) Perhaps a majority of parents (particularly 
unskilled parents) are not exposed to these parent education 
programs; (b) perhaps the programs are not keeping up with, 
nor addressing, the rapid changes in family structure and 
functioning that typifies the last decades of the twentieth 
century; and (c) perhaps these parent education courses are 
not effective in changing the attitudes and behaviors of the 
participants and their children . This review will evaluate 
this third possibility by summarizing information related to 
the effectiveness of parent education programs . 
As will be shown, hundreds of research studies have 
examined the effects of these parent education and parent 
training programs on both the behavior and attitudes of the 
parents and the behavior and attitudes of their children. 
The results are not consistent and different opinions 
persist regarding the efficacy of these programs. 
Although several dozen reviews of the parent education 
literature have been published, these reviews have, 
generally, not been done well. The reviewers have failed to 
include many of the available studies (Croake & Glover, 
1977; Krebs, 1986; Medway, 1989; Schultz, 1985), have not 
considered how methodological quality of the primary 
research studies may affect results (Bernal & North, 1978; 
Brim, 1959; Burnett, 1988; Graziano & Diament, 1992; Griest 
& Forehand, 1982; Levinger, 1979; Polster, Dangle, & Rasp, 
1987; Sutton & Adams, 1979; Tavormina, 1974; Tramontana, 
1971), or have used inadequate sampling techniques in 
identifying research reports (Croake & Glover, 1977; Krebs, 
1986; Levinger, 1979; Medway, 1989; Schultz, 1985; 
Tramontana, 1971; Tramontana, Sherrets, & Authier, 1980). 
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A more comprehensive and valid review of the parent 
education/training literature is needed to evaluate whether 
these programs have any immediate and/or long-term effects 
on the attitudes and behaviors of the parents and children 
who are exposed to them. Because the area is so vast, 
efforts should be focused on those parent education programs 
which are most broadly used. 
The Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) 
program (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1976) is a method that has been 
taught to over 2 million parents (personal communication, 
American Guidance Service, March 15, 1993) who are trying to 
become more knowledgeable, confident, and effective parents. 
The advertising for STEP (American Guidance Service, 1991) 
describes the program as "the effective program that has 
made it the most widely used parenting course available 
today" (p. 72), and claims that "over 2,000,000 parents have 
improved their family life with a STEP course" (p. 73). 
Certainly these claims of effectiveness and improvement need 
to be tested and at least 40 primary research studies have 
focused on the efficacy of the STEP program. 
Despite the popularity of the program and the research 
interest among primary investigators, STEP has received 
little attention from reviewers in the area of parent 
education, and a sytematic integration of the available 
evidence from the studies which have evaluated the 
effectiveness of the STEP program is long overdue . 
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In an analysis of 29 reviews of the paren t education 
literature covering the period from 1959-1992, Gibson 
(1993b) found that only 5 of the 29 reviews included studies 
of the STEP program and that these 5 reviews included fewer 
than 4 primary STEP studies per review. 
In response to the widespread use of the STEP program 
and the lack of previous reviews, this study will provide a 
comprehensive and methodologically sound meta-analytical 
review of the evidence related to the effectiveness of the 
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting program. 
Background 
In this section, a working definition of parent 
education is established and a brief history of parent 
education in the United States is presented. Finally, the 
more popular parent education programs are described with 
particular attention given to the STEP program. 
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Definition of Parent Education 
Some confusion is evident in the literature regarding 
the "nature of the beast" under investigation. A number of 
terms are used, sometimes interchangeably, to label a 
process whereby parents are, hopefully, rendered more 
capable of raising their children and maintaining a peaceful 
and nurturing family environment . The terms "parent 
education," parent training," "parent group education," 
"parent behavioral training, " "parent counseling, " and 
"parenting skills training" are all found in the literature 
and seemingly refer to the function of parent education 
defined by Croake & Glover (1977) as "the purposive learning 
activity of parents who are attempting to change their 
methods of interaction with their children for the purpose 
of encouraging positive behavior in their children" (p. 
151) 
It is the opinion of one group of reviewers (Dembo, 
Sweitzer, & Lauritzen, 1985) that parent training is 
subsumed under the term "parent education" with parent 
training including the teaching of specific skills. This 
definition is not universally accepted, however, as several 
researchers (Henry, 1981; Levinger, 1979) use the term 
"parent training" as a synonym for parent education and 
classify all approaches, including behavioral, Adlerian, 
communication skills, and combination programs, under the 
rubric of parent training. 
The apparent intent (stated or implied) of all 
parenting programs is to change the behaviors of both 
parent(s) and child, and thus affect the interaction within 
the relationship. Consequently, all of these terms can be 
subsumed under one heading; education for parenting. 
Programs that restrict their intervention to children, 
alone, would not fit into this category. However, all 
programs that involve parents in purposefully learning the 
skills, behavioral or cognitive , to make them more 
effective, responsible, and successful parents are referred 
to in this study as education for parenting (EP) programs. 
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By this definition, education for parenting (EP) 
activities include individual or group sessions, provided by 
professionals or nonprofessionals, intended specifically for 
the imparting of skills, cognitive and/or behavioral, which 
are deemed necessary for functioning as an effective and 
responsible parent. This definition would exclude 
bibliotherapy (the reading of relevant literature as the 
sole intervention), individual counseling with children 
alone, groups with only an indirect or peripheral interest 
in EP, marriage counseling, and curricular courses in child 
development that include only incidental parenting skills 
training. 
History of Education for Parenting 
Education for parenting in this country can be traced 
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back to the early 1800s. Bridgman (1930) reports records of 
regular parent group meetings dating back to 1815 in 
Portland, Maine. In the 1820s, "maternal associations," 
concerned with the religious and moral character of the 
member's children, were meeting regularly to discuss 
problems in child-rearing (Sunley, 1955). 
Magazines, such as Mother's Magazine, Mother's 
Assistant, and Parent's Magazine (not the current 
periodical), flourished and foundered during the 19th 
century (Sunley, 1955) and in 1888 the Society for the Study 
of Child Nature was founded. Now known as the Child Study 
Association of America, this organization has the longest 
continuous education for parenting program in the United 
States (Croake & Glover, 1977). 
With the first White House Conference on Child Welfare 
in 1909 and the creation of the Children's Bureau in 1912, 
an era of federal support for parent education began. 
Federal support continued as the United States Public Health 
Service began to sponsor health-oriented parent education 
programs in 1918 (Brim, 1959). 
The White House Conference on Child Health and 
Protection, held in 1930, lead to a subcommittee report 
devoted entirely to discussing types, content, and methods 
of education for parenting programs (White House Conference, 
1932) . 
The late 1930s saw a decrease in interest in education 
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for parenting, and in 1938 the National Council of Parent 
Education disbanded after losing its financial support. 
With no active national organization and the advent of World 
War II, professional research and training declined in the 
area of parent education. In the 1940s an increase in both 
public and private participation lead to a resurgence of 
both professionals and nonprofessionals involved in teaching 
education for parenting programs. 
During the last 50 years, the number of education for 
parenting programs has grown exponentially. Some of the 
more popular and enduring programs include parent discussion 
groups (Hereford , 1963); Parent Effectiveness Training 
(Gordon, 1975); Adlerian Parent/Mother Study Groups, based 
on the work of Rudolph Dreikurs (1958); and Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1976) 
More recently, numerous programs have emerged under the 
rubric of parent behavioral training, reviewed by Graziano 
and Diament (1992). 
Descriptions of Education for Parenting Programs 
As mentioned previously, Gibson (1993a) has identified 
106 different education for parenting programs. A few of 
the more popular programs are described in this section. 
Since the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) 
program is the focus of this review, it will be described 
last and in the most detail. 
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Hereford's Parent Discussion Groups 
Parent discussion groups were one of the precursors of 
the current group parent education programs. This program 
was conceived and evaluated by Hereford (1963). His program 
is based on the premise that "the goal of parental education 
is self-development through attitudinal change" (p. 9). 
Hereford believed that changes in attitude led to changes in 
behavior and, as such, focused his program more on the 
method of intervention than on the content. Course content 
was actually largely determined by the participants with 
Hereford taking the responsibility for structuring the 
meeting format and facilitating interactions among the 
parents. He held that the basic responsibility for growth 
and change lies within the individual parent, not in the 
educator. His criteria for an effective educational program 
for parenting included (a) active participation by the 
parent, (b) a realistic and practicable program, which 
almost precluded the use of professionals in direct 
educational activities due to the added expense and the 
sparsity of trained professionals, (c) an economical program 
that can reach substantial numbers of parents at a 
relatively low unit cost per parent, (d) a method that is 
acceptable and interesting to parents, and (e) a defined 
outcome so that the method's effectiveness can be evaluated 
by researchers. Hereford's primary dependent measure, the 
Parent Attitude Survey, is one of the most extensively used 
measures in the study of the efficacy of parent education 
programs. 
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Hereford ' s approach to education for parenting is more 
of a philosophy than a course which can be described in 
detail . Individual growth and self-development are the 
bases of Hereford's philosophy. He indicates that the 
educational program "is directed at helping the individual 
parent to grow in his own way, the way that is appropr i ate 
for him and for his relations wi th his child" (Hereford, 
1963, p. 5) . 
A participant in the Group Discussion Method would only 
know that the group would be discussing parenting with other 
parents and that the stimuli for the discussions (films, 
lectures, books, etc.) were to be suggested and selected by 
the participants. 
Adlerian Parent/Mother Study Groups 
Adlerian Parent/Mother Study Groups have a didactic, 
discussion-group format and are based on the Dreikurs and 
Soltz (1964) text Children: The Challenge. During the group 
sessions, parents are exposed to the following Adlerian 
principles: (a) understanding and identifying the four goals 
of children's misbehavior by using parental responses; (b) 
realizing that misbehavior results from discouragement, and 
learning to use encouragement to communicate respect and 
love; (c) replacing punitive measures with democratic 
techniques using natural and logical consequences; and (d) 
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holding regular family meetings. 
During the course of the six weekly-meeting format, 
primary emphasis is placed on group discussion and 
understanding. Various assigned chapters from the text, 
Children: The Challenge, are used to guide the discussions. 
Parents are able to bring up personal problems they are 
encountering with their own children, but self-disclosure is 
strictly voluntary. Parents are also encouraged to try out 
suggestions, made in the group, at home with their family . 
Parent Effectiveness Training 
Parent Effectiveness Training (PET) involves techniques 
for improving parents' child-rearing practices, utilizing 
the work of Carl Rogers (1951) . Developed by Thomas Gordon 
(1970, 1975), ''PET uses a laboratory or workshop experience 
designed to facilitate parental attitude change and to equip 
parents with skills consistent with these newly acquired 
attitudes" (Rinn & Markle, 1977, p. 95). PET courses 
consist of eight 3-hour weekly sessions which include 
lectures, readings (primarily Gordon, 1970), role-playing, 
demonstrations, and homework assignments from a workbook. 
Skills employed by professional psychotherapists are taught 
under the assumption that this will aid the improvement of 
relationships between parents and children. Foremost among 
these skills are "active listening," "I-messages," and the 
"no-lose" method of conflict resolution. 
Active listening involves the ability to listen to 
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another person's problems and complaints in an accepting 
manner and without judgment. Twelve typical roadblocks to 
good communication are identified as the parents are taught 
to understand their children's feelings and the message in 
their communications. Parents are then taught to feed back 
their perceived meanings of the children's messages. 
Parents are also taught to replace you-messages (such 
as "You have been a bad boy! 11 ) with I - messages (such as "I 
am not able to get my work done when I have to keep picking 
up toys."). I-messages are nonaccusatory, honest statements 
of the parent's feelings that teach a method of 
confrontation that facilitates children's behavioral changes 
without damaging their self-esteem. 
Both "active listening" (referred to in the STEP 
program as "reflective listening") and "I-messages" are also 
incorporated into the STEP program which is described below. 
The "no-lose" method of conflict resolution is a 
democratic approach whereby both parents and children engage 
in a search for mutually acceptable solutions to problems. 
PET teaches parents that children are more likely to 
demonstrate cooperative, acceptable behaviors if they have 
been involved in the decision-making process. 
Although the goals for PET tend to be rather vague, 
typically stressing "improved relationships" rather than any 
specific behavioral or attitudinal change, Gordon (1970) 
implies that, with the parental acquisition of the skills 
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taught in the PET program, children should learn (through 
their parents) "to accept responsibility for finding their 
own solutions to their own problems" (p. 7) and "to be more 
willing to listen to the parents' thoughts and ideas" 
(p. 117). 
Parent Behavioral Training 
The term Parent Behavioral Training encompasses a 
myriad of titled and untitled programs that have as their 
basis the training of parents as agents of behavioral change 
in their children. While incorporating the theories and 
methods of such behaviorist pioneers as Skinner, Watson, and 
Bandura, the programs vary considerably with respect to 
training methods and equipment. Training may take place 
individually or in groups, at home or in a clinical setting, 
and children may or may not be included in the training 
sessions. One common denominator for these behavior 
modification programs is the need for professional trainers, 
and, as one reviewer speculates, "It is unlikely that 
without direct professional intervention parents would 
choose to spend the time and energy necessary for record 
keeping and the consistent application of behavioral 
contingencies" (Cagan, 1980, p. 48). 
Among the more popular titled parent behavioral 
training programs are ABC's for Parents (Rettig, 1973), 
Changing Children's Behavior (Krumboltz & Krumboltz, 1972), 
Managing Behavior (McDowell, 1978), Parents Are Teachers 
(Becker, 1971), Positive Parent Training (Rinn, Vernon, & 
Wise, 1975), and Responsible Parenting (Gordon, Lerner, & 
Keefe, 1979). 
Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting 
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Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) is 
an extension of the Adlerian/Dreikurian theories and methods 
that were described above under "Adlerian Parent/Mother 
Study Groups." Authored by Dinkmeyer and McKay (1976), the 
original STEP program consists of nine 2-hour weekly 
sessions facilitated by a trained leader (professional or 
nonprofessional). The sessions include role-playing, group 
discussions stimulated by audio- or videotapes, short 
lectures illustrated with charts, and weekly homework 
assignments. Some of the concepts discussed include 
understanding children's goals in misbehaving, using 
encouragement to build children's confidence and self-
esteem, communication skills, the use of natural and logical 
consequences, and family meetings. Recent editions of the 
STEP program include Biblical STEP, STEP/teen for parents of 
teenagers, Early Childhood STEP, and The Next STEP -- for 
parents who wish to extend the skills taught in the other 
STEP programs. 
Each parent (or couple) is supplied with a Parent's 
Handbook to use during the course. At the completion of the 
program, parents are encouraged to continue using the 
handbook as a guide to their use of the STEP principles in 
their family settings. The chapter headings for the basic 
STEP program are: 
1. Understanding Children's Behavior and Misbehavior 
2. Understanding More about Your Child and About 
Yourself as a Parent 
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3. Encouragement: Building Your Child's Confidence and 
Feelings of Worth 
4 . Communication: How to Listen to Your Child 
5 . Communication: Exploring Alternatives and Expressing 
Your Ideas and Feelings to Children 
6 . Natural and Logical Consequences : A Method of 
Discipline That Develops Responsibility 
7 . Applying Natural and Logical Consequences to Other 
Concerns 
8. The Family Meeting 
9. Developing Confidence and Using Your Potential 
The charts that are used to illustrate the major 
premises of the STEP program and to guide the group 
discussions are reproduced as Appendix A. 
The other STEP programs (STEP/teen, Early Childhood 
STEP, and The Next STEP) include topics and chapters that 
are tailored to the group of parents being addressed. For 
example, the STEP/teen program includes a chapter on 
emotions and an additional (tenth week) session on "Special 
Challenges." 
No primary or review studies were found that 
investigated any STEP programs other than the basic STEP 
program . This would certainly point to a need for basic 
research into the effectiveness of these programs that is 
beyond the scope of this current review study. All of the 
40 primary studies included in this meta-analytical review 
investigated the efficacy of the basic STEP program. 
Problem Statement 
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Given the popularity of EP programs, it is surprising 
how little data are available about the effects of these 
programs on the attitudes and behaviors of the parents and 
children who have been exposed to them. Therefore, more 
methodologically valid reviews of the related literature 
should be attempted as a prelude and guide to the primary 
research studies that need to be conducted if behavioral 
scientists are to adequately address the issues of efficacy 
regarding education for parenting programs . 
Research Questions 
This integrative review of the basic STEP program will 
address the following questions. 
1. Is the STEP program effective in facilitating 
significant and enduring changes in 
(a) the behaviors of parent participants? 
(b) the attitudes of the parent participants? 
(c) the behaviors of the children of the parent 
participants? 
(d) the attitudes of the children of the parent 
participants? 
(e) the self-concept of either the parent 
participants or their children? 
(f) the psychological functioning of either the 
parent participants or their children? 
(g) the family environment and/or functioning in 
the homes of the participants? 
(h) the parent/child interaction in the families 
of participants? 
2. What demographic variables related to both the 
parent participants and their children interact with the 
effectiveness of the STEP program? 
3. What program variables (e.g., leadership, 
participants, type of materials) interact with the 
effectiveness of the STEP program? 
Significance of the Study 
This meta-analytical review of the literature on the 
efficacy of the STEP program is necessary for several 
reasons: 
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1. The study will provide a sytematic body of evidence 
that will address the issue of the efficacy of this popular 
education for parenting program in many important areas. 
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2. The study will expose needed areas of research into 
the effectiveness of the STEP program . 
3. The study will provide clinicians and other 
consumers of the STEP program with information regarding the 
types of parent and/or child populations who benefit the 
most and the least from this program. 
4 . The study will provide a prototype for future 
investigations into the efficacy of other education for 
parenting programs . 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Kuhn (1962) suggested that the analysis of previous 
endeavors is a presumption in the process of scientific 
inquiry. Such an undertaking can (a) help to determine 
whether there exists a need for further research in the 
field, (b) impart the knowledge that is necessary for the 
appropriate delimiting of a research topic and the assurance 
that planned research i s neither inconsistent with nor 
unnecessarily duplicative of accepted work in the area, and 
(c) provide insight into methodological and procedural 
strengths and weaknesses of previous work as a guide to the 
planning of further research. 
Although the importance of this step is recognized by 
those who have examined the process of integrative research 
(Cooper, 1982; Jackson, 1980), the review and evaluation of 
the work of previous integrative reviewers in similar areas 
is, surprisingly, disregarded in reports of "literature 
reviews" (White, Bush, & Casto, 1985-86). In an analysis of 
29 reviews of the parent education literature, it was found 
that only eight of the reviews cited five or more previous 
reviews and only one (Gaudin & Kurtz, 1985) presented a 
critique of the single previous review that was cited. This 
supports the allegation that additional methodologically 
credible reviews of the research in this area are needed. 
Similar findings are reported in other fields, as well. 
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White et al. (1985-86) analyzed 52 reviews of the early 
intervention efficacy literature and found that only 10 
reviewers cited more than three previous reviews in that 
area of research. White, Baer, and Myette (1982) reported 
comparable results in their evaluation of literature reviews 
on interventions for hyperactivity. In both instances the 
lack of citation and analysis of previous reviews was used 
to substantiate the need for an additional, more 
methodologically valid review. 
The first section of this chapter will examine the 
primary research in the general area of education for 
parenting. The following section will investigate the 
methodological adequacy and conclusions drawn by the authors 
of 29 reviews of parent education efficacy literature using 
the guidelines suggested by Jackson (1980) for" ... more 
powerful and valid integrative reviews ... " (p. 438). 
A similar approach to evaluating previous reviews has 
been used by researchers in different areas of inquiry with 
interesting and helpful results (Shaver, Curtis, 
Jesunathadas, & Strong, 1987; White et al., 1985-86) An 
analysis of previous reviews can help to establish the need 
for an additional review in a field, as well as help to 
guide the procedures and methodology in conducting such an 
integrative review. 
In the third section, the various methods for 
conducting reviews of the literature will be examined and 
evaluated. The justification for the use of the meta-
analytical perspective in this study will be delineated. 
Review of Primary Research Studies 
Glass (1976) referred to primary analysis as "the 
original analysis of data in a research study" (p. 3). 
Primary research studies are those studies whose authors 
engage in primary analysis . 
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Prior to the preparation of this study, 300 articles 
pertaining to education for parenting (EP), as defined 
above, were reviewed and classified (Gibson, 1993a). In the 
initial classification the articles were subdivided into 
Research, Review, Reference, and Rhetoric categories . 
Approximately 175 articles were classified in the Research 
category. Forty - three review articles were identified and 
29 were retained for analysis in the next section of this 
chapter. 
Further levels of classification (Gibson, 1993a) 
revealed that, in the 175 research studies, 106 different 
independent variables (EP programs) were examined with over 
205 different dependent variables used to measure outcomes. 
The independent variables included 46 behavioral 
interventions (26 untitled), 42 cognitive interventions (5 
untitled), 15 interventions in which behavioral and 
cognitive approaches were combined (2 untitled), and 3 
interventions whose theoretical basis could not be 
discerned. 
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Included in the primary research studies are 38 
studies that involved a comparison between two or more EP 
programs . 
These 175 primary research studies included a wide 
variety of designs: 42 studies without any control group, 82 
studies lacking random selection or random assignment to 
groups, and 51 studies with both a control group and random 
assignment. The assessment of dependent measures ranged 
from posttreatment only (15 studies) to pre-, posttreatment, 
and follow-up (45 studies). The researchers also reported a 
wide range of demographic variables, including the ages of 
parents and children, their socioeconomic status, their 
race, parent educational level, and special population 
characteristics (e.g., teenage mothers, abusive parents, LD 
children, and court-referred families). 
It is evident that the "education for parenting" 
literature is vast and varied. Valid and focused reviews of 
this body of research are necessary if clinicians, 
consumers, and researchers are to provide any relief from 
the lack of parenting skills that now plagues our society. 
Analysis of Previous Reviews 
Following is an analysis of the reviews of primary 
research in the area of education for parenting. As will be 
seen, this analysis provides convincing evidence that there 
has not yet been a review in this area that has adequately 
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represented and analyzed this body of literature. The 
standards proposed by Jackson (1980) were used to guide this 
analysis. 
Location and Selection of Review Articles 
Studies in the area of Education for Parenting (EP) 
were identified by a computer - assisted search of ERIC, 
PsychLit, and Dissertation Abstracts indexes using all of 
the terms identified earlier (e . g ., parent education, parent 
training, parenting). In addition, some of the more popular 
program names such as Parent Effectiveness Training (PET) 
and Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) were 
used as search terms. Indexes were searched for journal 
articles and book chapters for the years 1962 - 1992. 
Approximately 60 articles were located this way and another 
240 articles were identified in the bibliographies of these 
reports, including unpublished doctoral dissertations. The 
contents of these studies have been summarized by Gibson 
(1993a) . 
The pool of 300 articles comprised 175 primary research 
studies; 55 general reference articles that usually 
described some independent or dependent variable; 27 
rhetorical articles which conveyed the authors' opinions, 
impressions, criticisms, and commentary relative to 
education for parenting; and 43 studies that could be 
categorized as reviews of the literature by virtue of having 
the term "review," or some synonym, in its title or by the 
nature of the report itself. 
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Only those 29 reviews in which the authors addressed 
the effectiveness of EP in changing behaviors or attitudes, 
and included at least five primary research studies, were 
retained for analysis. The reviews that were excluded 
provided only a compilation of the available parent 
education programs or child-rearing advice literature 
(Abidin, 1980; Boggs, 1981; Cagan, 1980), did not address 
the efficacy issue (Henry, 1981; Schaefer, 1991; Wahler, 
1988; Wiese & Kramer, 1988), or contained too few studies 
(Auerbach, 1968) . 
Although there is no way to be absolutely certain, it 
seems that this search provided a comprehensive, and 
probably representative, sample of reviews in the area of 
Education for Parenting. 
Criteria for the Analysis of Reviews 
As suggested by Jackson (1980), refined by Shaver et 
al. (1987), and further adapted by this author, the areas 
listed below in Table 1, with their related questions, 
provide the context for evaluating the quality of the 29 
selected reviews of the education for parenting literature. 
According to Jackson (1980), four serious problems 
result from the lack of explicit methods for doing 
integrative reviews: 
Table 1 
Evaluation Criteria for Analysis of Reviews 
1. Prior Reviews 
a. How many prior reviews are cited? 
b. How many prior reviews are analyzed & critiqued? 
2. Primary Articles Reviewed 
a. How many primary articles are reviewed? 
b. What time period is encompassed by the articles? 
3. Problem Formulation 
a. Is the problem clearly defined and delimited? 
b. Are questions identified and\or hypotheses 
stated that the reviewer seeks to test? 
c. Are relevant terms defined? 
4. Selection of Studies 
a. Is the method for locating studies (e.g. indexes, 
reference lists, bibliographies) described? 
b. Are the criteria used for the selection and 
exclusion of studies to be included in the review 
clearly explained? 
c. Is a representative or comprehensive sample of 
prior research in the field selected for review? 
5. Data Collection from the Primarv Studies 
a. Were data collected from the selected studies on 
common independent and dependent variables? 
b. Are the data collection procedures specifically 
described? 
c. Are the findings reported in a manner that 
facilitates comparison across studies? 
6. Data Analysis 
a. Are concomitant variables explored by the reviewer? 
b. Are serious methodological weaknesses addressed? 
7. Reporting and Interpreting the Findings 
a. Are the findings clearly reported with tabular 
summaries? 
b. Do the results of the analysis support the 
conclusions reached by the reviewer? 
c. Are recommendations presented for future research 
and review? 
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1. Since the lack of explicit methods is probably due 
to social scientists failing to give much 
consideration to the methodology, more powerful 
methods could, in all likelihood, be developed for 
accumulating evidence in the social sciences. 
2. The lack of explicit methodology presents problems 
when trying to produce standards for judging the 
quality of integrative reviews. 
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3. It is difficult to train future researchers, for 
example, graduate students, to do competent reviews 
of the research without explicit methods. 
4. The accumulation of valid and reliable knowledge 
from previous research endeavors is limited by the 
lack of explicit methods for doing integrative 
reviews. 
The methodology of integrative reviews involves six 
basic tasks (Jackson, 1980) (1) selecting questions and/or 
hypotheses for the review, (2) sampling the primary research 
studies in the area that is to be reviewed, (3) representing 
the characteristics of the sampled studies and summarizing 
their conclusions, (4) analyzing the findings, (5) 
interpreting the results of the analysis, and (6) reporting 
the conclusions based on the review. 
Jackson (1980) pointed out that a goal common to 
primary research and integrative reviews is ''to make 
accurate generalizations about phenomena from limited 
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information" (p. 442). As such, he conceptualized the tasks 
of both efforts as analogous, and presumed that reviewers 
and primary researchers would also encounter similar 
difficulties. Thus, the established standards and 
methodology for competent primary research are adapted to 
the task of producing and evaluating integrative reviews. 
The questions addressed in the analysis of reviews 
included the following: 
1. Which of these reviews, if any, provide a valid 
and comprehensive critique of the EP literature as 
defined above? 
2. What conclusions are reached in the better 
reviews with regard to the efficacy of EP programs 
in general or any program in particular? 
3. Are additional reviews and/or primary research 
studies needed to better address the question of the 
effectiveness of EP? 
4. In which specific areas of EP should further 
review and research be focused? 
Table 2 contains a summary of how well each of these 
reviews meets the criteria suggested and adapted from 
Jackson (1980). 
Evaluation of the Reviews 
Of the 29 reviews of EP included in the analysis, 15 
covered the behavioral (behavior modification) approach 
Table 2 
Analysis of Parent Education/Training Literature Reviews 
Articles Problem Selection Reporting & 
# Prior Reviews Reviewed Formulation of Studies Data Collection Data Analysis Interpretation 
Program 
#, Author, Year Reviewed• Cited Critiqued # Period Lim Hyp Def Loe Crit Rep Comm Proc ES Var. Meth. Tab Concl Fut 
I. Brim, 1959 Others 0 0 24 1929- 56 y y y N N 7 N N N N N N y N 
2. Tramontana, 1971 Behavioral 0 0 12 1965-70 N N N N N N y N N N N N N N 
3. Berkowitz & Behavioral 0 0 34 1959-71 N N N N N ? y y N y y N y y 
Graziano, 1972 
4. Johnson & Katz, Behavioral 0 0 47 1964- 72 y N N N N ? y N N N y y y y 
1973 
s. O'Dell, 1974 Behavioral 0 0 70 1965-72 y N N N y 7 y y N N y N y y 
6. Tavormina, 1974 Behavioral(l3) 2 0 30 1955-73 N N y N N 7 N N N N N N y y 
Others(l 7) 
7. Croake & Glover, Behavioral(!) 2 0 14 1931- 75 N N y N N N N N N N N N y y 
1977 PET(!) 
Adlerian (3) 
Others(9) 
s. Forehand & Behavioral 3 0 49 1967-76 y N y N N ? y N N N y N y y 
Atkeson, 1977 
9. Graziano, 1977 Behavioral 4 0 129 1936-75 y N y N N ? y N N N y N y N 
10. Rinn & Markle, PET 4 0 14 1971- 75 N N y N y y y y N y y N y N 
1977 
11. Atkeson & Behavioral 5 0 24 1973-78 y N N N N 7 y y N y y y y N 
Forehand, .1978 
12. Bernal & North, Behavioral 0 0 7 197 1-77 y N N y N 7 N N N N N y y · y 
1978 
(table continues) "" \0 
#, Author, Year 
--
I. Brim, 19.59 
2. Tramontana, 1971 
3. Berkowitz & 
Graziano, 1972 
4. Johnson & Katz, 
1973 
.5. O'Dell, 1974 
6. Tavormina, 1974 
7. Croake & Glover, 
1977 
II. Forehand & 
Atkeson, 1977 
9. Graziano, 1977 
10. Rinn & Markle, 
1977 
11. Atkeson & 
Forehand, 1978 
12. Bernal & North, 
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Focus of Review 
Effectiveness of PE programs 
Research on behavior modification in 
home and school 
Parental involvement, methodology; parents 
as behavior therapists 
Procedures and results; parents as change 
agents for their children 
Behavior modification to assist parents 
Efficacy research evidence evaluated; 
reflective and behavioral models 
Qualitative review with brief examination 
of research on effectiveness 
Generality of treatment effects when parents 
trained as behavior therapists 
Technical and methodological issues 
Critical evaluation of PET outcome studies 
Parent behavioral training studies using 
multiple outcome measures 
Survey of behavioral parent training manuals; 
short evaluation review 
Summary of Conclusions 
Issue of effectiveness of PE remains unresolved 
Suggests reprogramming of child's social environment 
Support for training parents in behavior modification techniques; variation in 
method, sophistication 
Support for parents as effective modifiers of their children's disruptive behavior 
Functional relationship of parent contingencies and child behavior 
Significant number of negative outcomes and problems with research methodology 
Research on PE is limited; need for longitudinal studies; behavior modification 
and democratic parenting models. 
Few conclusions regarding generality of treatment associated with parent training 
Parent behavior training is most important developing 
Quality and results are disheartening; little support for effectiveness of PET 
All outcome measures yield positive results in majority of the studies 
Manuals are more helpful with specified problems; dearth of manual evaluation 
efforts 
(table continues) w 0 
Articles Problem 
# Prior Reviews Reviewed Formulation 
Program 
#, Author, Year Reviewed• Cited Critiqued # Period Lim Hyp Der 
13. Levinger, 1979 Behavioral ( I 0) 6 0 •26 1968-77 y y y 
PET(I.S) 
Adlerian (I) 
Others(3) 
14. Sutton & Adams, Behavioral(4) 0 0 •11 1966-78 N N N 
1979 PET(3} 
Adlerian (6) 
Others(7) 
I .S. Tramontana Behavioral (3) 3 0 •11 1970-77 y y N 
et al., 1980 PET(3} 
Adlerian (.S) 
Others(2) 
16. Griest & Behavioral 0 0 14 1976-80 y N N 
Forehand, 1982 
17. Moreland et al., Behavioral 5 0 74 1975-8 1 N N N 
1982 
18. Croake, 1983 Adlerian 0 0 II 1967-80 N N y 
19. Sanders & James, Behavioral 3 0 43 1972-82 y N y 
1983 
20. Lavigne & Behavioral 6 0 52 1968-82 N N N 
Reisinger, 1984 
21. Dembo et al., Behavioral ( 19) 8 0 •43 1970-82 Y N y 
1985 
22. Gaudin & Kurtz, Behavioral(8} I I 13 1978-83 Y N y 
1985 Others(.S) 
Selection Reporting & 
or Studies Data Collection Data Analysis Interpretation 
Loe Crit Rep Comm Proc ES Var. Meth. Tab Cone( Fut 
y N N y N N N N y y y 
y y N N N N N N N N N 
N y N N N N N y y y y 
N N 7 y N N N N N y y 
N N y y N N N y N y y 
N N 7 y N N N y N N y 
N N 7 y y N y y N y y 
N y 7 y N N N y N y N 
y y y y y N y y y y y 
N N 7 y y N N y y y N 
(table continues) w I-' 
#, Author, Year 
-
13. Levinger, 1979 
14. Sutton & Adams, 
1979 
IS. Tramontana 
et al., 1980 
16. Griest&. 
Forehand, 1982 
17. Moreland et al., 
1982 
18. Croake, 1983 
19. Sanders &. James, 
1983 
20. Lavigne &. 
Reisinger, 1984 
21. Dembo et al., 
198S 
22. Gaudin&. Kurtz, 
198S 
Focus of Review 
Family system theory as applied to PET and 
behavioral parent training 
Annotated bibliography of "selected" research 
studies in parent education 
Summary of Conclusions 
PET and "Living With Children• can be evaluated in terms of structural family 
therapy 
None 
Effectiveness of PE studies; excludes behavior Lack of convincing evidence for efficacy of parent education; 
modification for specific behaviors and parents research limited in scope with methodological deficiencies 
Relationship between family variables and 
behavioral parent training outcome 
Case studies and group investigations of 
behavioral parent training 
Theories and tenets of Adlerian parent 
education with brief review of research 
Generalization and maintenance effects of 
behavioral family intervention 
Methodological issues in evaluating 
behavioral parent training programs 
Strengths and weaknesses of research in 
group parent education field 
Published reports for effectiveness of parent 
education with abusing parents 
Negative relationship between parent training outcome and problems 
in three family variables 
Parent training interventions should be applied selectively to 
particular groups of parents 
Efficacy of Adlerian approach is supported 
Only limited aspects of these effects have been addressed; support 
for generalization over time 
None 
Program effectiveness often depended on the type of assessment and educational 
approach; few studies approached all or most of criteria for well-designed 
investigation; need to develop more valid and reliable dependent measures 
Range of approaches is limited; support for efficacy of social learning approach 
(table continues) l,J N 
Articles Problem 
# Prior Reviews Reviewed Formulation 
Program 
#, Author, Year Reviewed• Cited Critiqued # Period Lim Hyp Def 
23. Schultz, 1985 Behavioral (8) s 0 •8 1975-81 Y N y 
PET(6) 
STEP(l) 
Adlerian (3) 
24. Krebs, 1986 Behavioral (7) I 0 •ts 1973-84 N N N 
PET(4) 
STEP(4) 
Adlerian (5) 
2S. Polster et al., Behavioral 0 0 83 1975-85 Y N y 
1987 
26. Burnett, 1988 STEP(9) 2 0 21 1975-86 Y N N 
Adlerian (12) 
27. Medway, 1989 Behavioral(l6) 6 0 •21 1973-84 Y y y 
PET(4) 
STEP(2) 
Adlerian (5) 
Others(2) 
28. Coplin & Houts, Behavioral I 0 13 1981-88 Y N N 
1991 
29. Graziano & Behavioral 9 0 186 1973-90 Y y y 
Diament, 1992 
Selection Reporting & 
of Studies Data Collection Data Analysis Interpretation 
Loe Crit Rep Comm Proc ES Var. Meth. Tab Concl Fut 
N y N y N N N y N y y 
N N N y N N N N y N y 
y y y y N N N N N y y 
N y N y y N N N y N y 
y y N y N y N y y y N 
y y 7 y y N y y y y y 
N y y y N N N N N y y 
(table continues) w w 
#, Author, Year 
23. Schultz, 198S 
24. Krebs, 1986 
2S. Polster et al., 
1987 
26. Burnett, 1988 
27. Medway, 1989 
28. Coplin & Houts, 
1991 
29. Graziano & 
Diament, 1992 
Focus of Review 
Relative effectiveness and methodologi cal 
weaknesses in comparative studies 
Tabular summary of "current• research on 
behavioral, Adlerian (including STEP) , 
and communication (including PET) programs 
Behavioral parent training in.social work; 
13 "prominent• journals 
Outcome of Adlerian parenting programs 
Group interventions where only parents are 
treated 
Behavioral parent training for 
nonhandicapped children; father involvement 
Examination of shift in parent training 
paradigm from psychodynamic to beha vioral; 
evaluation relative to 8 variables 
Summary of Conclusions 
No strong patterns of differences in treatment effects; refresher type courses 
are suggested 
Strong support for Adlerian approach both in terms of process and outcome 
Little evidence of effectiveness ; insufficient information in most articles for 
replication 
Strong support for effectiveness of Adlerian approach; need to strengthen 
methodology 
All models reviewed have some empirical support; non behavioral approaches best 
for changing att itudes and behavioral approaches best for changing behavior 
Both progress and stagnation in understanding of effects of including fathers 
Parent behavioral training has significant positive effects on the functioning 
of parents and children 
• The number in parentheses refers to the number of reviewed articles that included that part icular parenting program in their evaluation . 
• This total is less than the sum of the "Program Reviewed" column due to the inclusion of comparative studies. 
w 
.!=> 
Legend for Table 2 
Problem Formulation 
Lim - Is the problem clearly defined and delimited? 
Hyp - Are questions identified and/or hypotheses stated? 
Def - Are relevant terms defined? 
Selection of Studies 
Loe - Is the method for locating studies described? 
Crit - Are the selection and exclusion criteria explained? 
Rep - Is the sample of studies representative and/or comprehensive? 
Data Collection from Primary Studies 
Comm - Do the studies include common independent and/or dependent variables? 
Proc - Are the research procedures specifically described in the review? 
ES - Are the findings reported as effect sizes? 
Data Analysis 
Vars - Are concomitant variables explored by the reviewer(s)? 
Meth - Are serious methodological weaknesses addressed? 
Reporting and Interpretation 
Tab - Are the results clearly reported and summarized in tables? 
Concl- Are the review conclusions supported by the analysis? 
Fut - Are recommendations presented for future research and review? 
l,J 
Ul 
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exclusively; another 10 reviewers included the parent 
behavioral training approach in their selected studies. In 
nine of the reviews, Parent Effectiveness Training (Gordon, 
1970, 1975) was included, with one review (Rinn & Markle, 
1977) devoted exclusively to an evaluation of Parent 
Effectiveness Training (PET). In 10 reviews (8 of which 
coincide with the reviews including PET) Adlerian approaches 
were included, with 1 review (Croake , 1983) devoted 
exclusively to the Adlerian approach. The Adlerian approach 
is defined for this study as programs other than Sytematic 
Training for Effective Parenting (Dinkmeyer & McKay , 1976, 
1989), which is an Adlerian-based program that is analyzed 
separately . The most popular Adlerian approach is 
Parent/Mother Study Groups. 
Five reviews referred spec i fically to the Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) program in their 
analysis and nine reviews included a number of other 
approaches which are subsumed under the category of 
"others . " Included in this category are various client-
centered approaches, communication skills training, and some 
combination and hybrid programs. 
Table 3 contains a summary of the mean number of 
studies included by the reviewers, broken down by the type 
of EP program. The means are compared with the number of 
studies located by Gibson (1993a). 
As evident in Table 3, only the reviewers of behavioral 
Table 3 
Number of Primary Studies by EP Program 
FROM REVIEWS FROM GIBSON (1993) 
No. of Avg. No. 
EP PROGRAM Reviews of Studies *No. of Studies 
Adlerian 10 5.80 14 
( 1-12) 
Behavioral 25 37.04 51 
(4-186) 
PET 9 8.44 32 
(1-22) 
STEP 5 3.80 50 
( 1 - 9) 
Others 9 7.78 67 
(1-24) 
The range for the number of included primary studies is 
given in the parentheses. 
* The total number of primary studies exceeds the 175 
research studies that were located due to the inclusion of 
comparative studies which evaluated more than one EP 
program. 
programs approached any degree of comprehensiveness in the 
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sampling of studies. All of the other reviews included far 
too few available studies to satisfy the requirements for a 
valid and comprehensive integrative review. It is evident 
that the STEP program is poorly represented in these 
reviews. At least 50 primary research studies of the 
effectiveness of the STEP program have been reported 
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(Gibson, 1993a). Thirty-six of these studies were published 
prior to 1985 when the first of the STEP reviews was 
published. The number of primary studies located and 
selected for review of the STEP program was woefully 
inadequate for purposes of generalizing about the 
effectiveness of the this intervention . 
Ten of the 29 reviews cited no previous reviews and 
only 1 of the 29 reviews (Gaudin & Kurtz, 1985) included a 
critique of any prior review endeavor . However, this review 
only cited the one previous review that was critiqued. As 
mentioned earlier, only 8 of the 29 reviews cited as many as 
5 previous reviews. 
Also in Table 2 , 14 separate categories of compliance 
to the adopted standards for valid integrative reviews are 
rated as Y (yes) or N (no) . For all reviews the mean number 
of Y's (indicating compliance with the standard) was 
approximately six. On the average, then, the 29 reviews 
satisfied less than one-half of the standards that were 
adopted. The better reviews--those that satisfied at least 
60~ of the criteria (9 or more of the 14 categories)--
include one review devoted entirely to the Parent 
Effectiveness Training (PET) literature (Rinn & Markle, 
1977), a review of the parent behavioral training literature 
that focuses on father involvement (Coplin & Houts, 1991), 
and two multiprogram reviews (Dembo et al., 1985; Medway, 
1989). Medway (1989) is the only reviewer to report the 
findings from primary studies as effect sizes, which would 
facilitate the comparison of results across studies. 
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In the final column from Table 2, summaries of the 
researchers' conclusions are presented, both with respect to 
the effectiveness of the EP programs that were studied and 
other areas of concern for the particular researcher(s) . 
Nineteen of the reviews reached some omnibus conclusion 
about the efficacy of EP in the particular form(s) that were 
included in the review . Thirteen reviewers found support 
for the effectiveness of the intervention(s) and six reviews 
found significant numbers of negative outcomes and an 
overall lack of convincing evidence in support of EP . 
Conclusions from the Review of Reviews 
The conclusions based on these reviews, with regard to 
specific types of programs, are summarized below. 
The Behavioral Approach 
In their investigation of the behavioral approach, 10 
of the 15 reviews that directly addressed the effectiveness 
issue supported the efficacy of that approach, while 5 of 
the reviews (Croake & Glover, 1977; Forehand & Atkeson, 
1977; Polster et al. 1987; Tavormina, 1974; Tramontana et 
al., 1980) found little evidence in support of this 
approach. Forehand and Atkeson (1977) addressed the 
generality of treatment effects while the other four 
negative reviews based their conclusions on methodological 
concerns and lack of sufficient evidence to support the 
behavioral approach to parent training. 
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The better reviews (Berkowitz & Graziano, 1972; Coplin 
& Houts, 1991; Dembo et al., 1985; Johnson & Katz, 1973; 
Graziano, 1977; Graziano & Diament, 1992; O'Dell, 1974), 
which included more studies and addressed the methodological 
weaknesses of the primary studies, support the efficacy of 
the behavioral approach. Their conclusions should be 
accepted as the most tenable. 
In summary, the majority of the reviews found that 
behavioral techniques were effective in reducing unwanted 
behaviors in children over a short period of time . 
Unfortunately, very few of these reviews included long - term, 
follow-up data and most of them focused on very narrowly 
defined behaviors. Typically, these behavioral techniques 
are applied to very specific behaviors and not to "behavior'' 
in a broader sense. The effectiveness of behavioral 
interventions in more broadly defined parent education 
programs has seldom been addressed. 
The Adlerian Approach 
The Adlerian approach to EP focuses on a democratic 
lifestyle based on the social equality of parents and 
children. The goal of parenting, according to Rudolf 
Dreikurs (a student and colleague of Alfred Adler), is to 
help the child become an adequate person who uses 
constructive means to obtain his or her own sense of 
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significance and status. 
The Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) 
program is an extremely popular Adlerian program. Although 
the STEP program could be included in this section, it will 
be analyzed separately in a later section. 
Croake and Glover (1977), who reviewed three primary 
research studies, Tramontana et al. (1980), who reviewed 
five primary studies, and Dembo et a l . (1985), who reviewed 
seven research studies, failed to find support for the 
Adlerian interventions . Four other reviewers (Burnett, 
1988; Croake, 1983; Krebs, 1986; Medway, 1989) claimed that 
strong support was established for the Adlerian approach . 
Unfortunately, three of these four positive reviews 
satisfied fewer than seven of the 14 criteria that were 
adopted for defining a valid integrative review. In 
addition, in their reviews, Burnett (1988) and Krebs (1986) 
failed to consider important methodological weaknesses in 
the primary studies and neither of their conclusions 
appeared to be supported by their analysis. 
The Medway (1989) review included five primary studies 
of the Adlerian parent education approach. All five studies 
resulted in positive effect sizes (standardized mean 
differences) with a mean for the "average study effect" of 
+0 . 97 (range, +0.21 to +1.75). There are, however, almost 
three times as many studies that have focused specifically 
on the Adlerian approach than were included in the Medway 
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review. Unfortunately, we do not know what the effect sizes 
were for these studies. Although the results from the 
Medway analysis suggest that the Adlerian approach may be 
quite beneficial, if effect sizes from those remaining 
studies not included in Medway's review had not found 
positive support for the Adlerian approach to education for 
parenting, the average study effect would have been 
considerably lower and the overall picture would change 
substantia l ly . 
Four other reviews included the Adlerian approach in 
their analysis. Levinger (1979), and only one article 
reviewed (Taylor & Hoedt, 1974), claimed support for the 
Adlerian intervention. The evaluations of both Schultz 
(1985) and Sutton and Adams (1979), with three and six 
primary studies, respectively, produced rather ambiguous 
results: two positive reports, two negative reports, and 
five questionable reports. 
Dembo et al . (1985) reported the results of dependent 
measures as a 11+, 11 a 11 -, 11 or a 11± . " For the Adlerian 
studies that were thusly coded, these reviewers assigned 
10 +'s, 5 -'s, and 5 ±'s (several studies had multiple 
outcome measures). This review, which satisfies 12 of the 
14 criteria established for valid integrative reviews, and 
thus seems the most trustworthy, does not unequivocally 
support the efficacy of the Adlerian approach to EP. 
Both the Medway (1989) review and the Dembo et al. 
(1985) review met most of our criteria for validity. 
However, the Medway review does not appear to adequately 
represent the population of Adlerian studies. 
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Thus, it appears that the evidence is not conclusive on 
the Adlerian programs and that more carefully designed 
studies must be conducted before any definitive statement 
can be formulated around the effectiveness of the Adlerian 
approach to EP. 
Parent Effectiveness Training 
Rinn and Markle's (1977) review of Parent Effectiveness 
Training (PET) satisfied 9 of the 14 criteria for a valid 
integrative review, including the analysis of methodological 
weaknesses and supported conclusions. They included 14 
studies in their review (including one published study, four 
unpublished manuscripts, seven unpublished doctoral 
dissertations, and two unpublished master's theses) and 
found the quality and results of the studies 
"disheartening." Only Medway (1989), using just four 
studies that were published in refereed journals after the 
Rinn and Markle (1977) review, claimed to have found some 
empirical support for PET. Medway's "average study effect" 
sizes (standardized mean differences) range from +0.21 to 
+1.89 with a mean of +0.905. 
Meanwhile, Croake and Glover (1977), using the same 
published study that Rinn and Markle included (Larson, 
1972), and Tramontana et al. (1980), using the Larson 
article and two other published articles not available to 
Rinn and Markle, agreed with the conclusions of Rinn and 
Markle. 
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Levinger (1979) and Dembo et al. (1985) included 15 and 
22 primary PET studies, respectively, in their multiprogram 
reviews. Levinger tends to support the efficacy of PET, 
indicating that 10 of the studies showed positive results, 
one study showed a negative result (no change relative to a 
control group), and 4 studies showed equivocal outcomes. 
Using a similar coding system, Dembo et al. assigned 11 +'s, 
24 -'s, and 15 ±'s to the dependent variable outcomes for 
the 22 PET studies. The Levinger review had eight primary 
studies in common with Rinn and Markle (1977) but she failed 
to consider the methodological weaknesses of her primary 
studies, as Rinn and Markle did, and did not include a 
representative sample, such as was available to Dembo et al. 
6 years later. 
Schultz (1985) and Sutton and Adams (1979), in their 
reviews of PET, reached no definitive conclusions regarding 
the program's effectiveness, much like their conclusions for 
the Adlerian approach. 
The better reviews (Dembo et al., 1985; Rinn & Markle, 
1977) found few studies that reached the methodological 
criteria for good research and found little support for the 
efficacy of Parent Effectiveness Training. These reviewers 
presented the best evidence and concluded that the 
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effectiveness of this parent education intervention had not 
been reasonably demonstrated. 
Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting 
Although the reviews for the STEP program are generally 
supportive with respect to the effectiveness of the program, 
only five reviewers included STEP in their analysis . Two of 
these reviews (Dembo et al. , 1985; Medway, 1989) were rated 
among the most valid of the integrative reviews , according 
to the criteria that were established, and are supportive of 
the efficacy of the STEP program. However, only three 
primary studies were actually evaluated in these two reviews 
(McKay & Hillman, 1979; Sharpley & Poiner, 1980; Summerlin & 
Ward, 1981). Only seven other primary research studies 
(Beutler, Oro-Beutler, & Mitchell, 1979; Campbell & Sutton, 
1983; Esters & Levant, 1983; Meredith & Benninga, 1979; 
Nystul, 1982; Williams, Omizo, & Abrams, 1984; Winans & 
Cooker, 1984) were added with the other three reviews of 
STEP (Burnett, 1988; Krebs, 1986; Schultz, 1985) . 
Medway (1989) included two STEP articles in his review 
and reported average study effect sizes (standardized mean 
differences) of +0.80 and +0.65 for these studies. Schultz 
(1985) included the Beutler et al. (1979) article in her 
review and recommended caution in the interpretation of the 
positive results due to the researchers' reliance on 
subjective data. 
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Krebs (1986) included only four primary STEP articles 
in his review and reported positive changes in parental 
attitudes for all studies. Burnett (1988) included a total 
of nine primary research studies in his review and concluded 
that the efficacy of Adlerian programs (including STEP) was 
supported. However, both the Krebs (1986) and the Burnett 
(1988) reviews lack credibility due to their failure to 
satisfy several key criteria, as detailed previously (see 
section on Adlerian programs). 
Fifty primary research studies (including 14 studies 
published in refereed journals) were located that directly 
examined the efficacy of the STEP program (Gibson, 1993a) 
Thirty-six of these studies were available prior to 1985 
when the first of the STEP reviews was published. 
Therefore, the reviews themselves, while generally 
supporting the effectiveness of the STEP program, lack the 
comprehensiveness and representativeness necessary to make 
valid assessments of the program. In addition, three of the 
five reviews are lacking in the methodological criteria for 
valid integrative reviews. 
Discussion and Suggestions for Further Research 
Based on the evaluation of the existing reviews of the 
literature, with the possible exception of behavioral parent 
training/education, a valid integrative review of the extant 
literature, both published and unpublished, that addresses 
the effectiveness of all EP programs is long overdue. 
Even though 29 different reviews were analyzed, a 
common thread is not discernable in this literature. This 
is what is evident: 
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1. There have been many studies conducted with varying 
methodological quality as pointed out by Croake and Glover 
(1977), Dembo et al. (1985), Polster et al. (1987), Rinn and 
Markle (1977), Tavormina (1974), and Tramontana et al . 
(1980). There are some well done studies, however, that 
would probably form the basis for drawing conclusions that 
would be defensible about this body of literature, if a 
careful review were attempted . 
2 . The reviewers have raised interesting methodological 
and research issues that should be addressed in any 
responsible review of this area. They expressed concerns 
about the lack of randomness and control groups in the 
primary studies, along with issues regarding long-term 
effectiveness and more valid and reliable dependent 
measures. Several reviewers (Dembo et al . , 1985; Medway, 
1989; Moreland, Schwebel, Beck, & Wells, 1982) raised 
concerns about indiscriminate exposure to parent education 
programs without regard to the goals and/or context 
variables of the subjects. Other researchers (Dembo et al., 
1985; Schultz, 1985) cautioned against the reliance on self-
report measures as indicators of program efficacy. 
3. These reviewers have generally not addressed the 
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issue of how the effectiveness of the various EP programs 
covaries with other variables. By omitting relevant 
demographic characteristics from their reviews, the 
reviewers have deprived the reader of knowledge about what 
groups of parents and/or children might benefit the most 
from particular programs . Almost without exception , the 
only information reported about the samples representing the 
primary research studies is their size. Information such as 
socioeconomic s t atus, age of both parents and children, 
education level of the parents, and special characteristics 
of the program participants would be very beneficial to the 
consumer, as well as the researcher in determining the 
applicability of the education for parenting interventions. 
4. In addition to the areas of concern raised by these 
researchers, based on the above analysis of the reviews, the 
following methodological and research issues have also been 
identified by Gibson (1993a) as being relevant to the 
utility and effectiveness of EP programs: (a) leader and 
intra-program process variables that interact with the 
efficacy of these programs, (b) the generalizability of the 
results to other segments of the population, (c) the 
interaction between demographic variables and treatment 
effect for individual programs, (d) the relationship between 
changes in attitude and changes in behavior vis-a-vis the 
various EP programs, and (e) the effects that parent 
education classes have on the subsequent parenting skills of 
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the children. No research was found which addressed this 
last area of concern. We would suspect that one long-term 
benefit of a parenting skills enhancement program would be 
some learned behavior on the part of the children . Research 
needs to be done in this area. 
5. This reviewer has found that the STEP program is the 
focus of a large number of studies and is an extremely 
popular program of group EP. But, interestingly , in the 
previous reviews, the STEP program was addressed very 
infrequently. Those reviews that have addressed STEP were 
inadequate for the following reasons: (a) very few primary 
research studies (an average of fewer than four studies) 
were included in the reviews in spite of the fact that at 
least 36 studies were available to these reviewers, (b) only 
one of the reviews reported the results in a manner that 
facilitates a comparison of results across studies, (c) only 
two of the reviews specifically described the experimental 
procedures used in the primary studies, and (d) only one of 
the reviews clearly stated the research questions or 
hypotheses that guided the review. 
Purpose of Proposed Research 
Based on the weaknesses and gaps identified in the 
analysis of previous reviews of the EP literature, the 
proposed study will integrate the extant literature 
addressing the effectiveness of the Systematic Training for 
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Effective Parenting (STEP) program. The efficacy of the 
program will be evaluated in terms of changes in attitudes 
and behaviors for both the participating parents and their 
children. In addition, leader and subject variables will be 
examined in order to determine the covariance between 
certain demographic variables and the effectiveness of the 
STEP program. 
The integrative review will follow the guidelines 
adopted above (Jackson , 1980) and will attempt to answer the 
following questions: 
1. Is the STEP program effective in facilitating 
significant positive behavioral changes in the parent 
participants? Are these changes enduring? 
2. Is the STEP program effective in facilitating 
significant positive changes in the attitudes of the parent 
participants? Are these changes enduring? 
3. Is the Step program effective in facilitating 
significant positive behavioral changes in the children of 
the parent participants? Are these changes enduring? 
4. Is the STEP program effective in facilitating 
significant positive changes in the attitudes of the 
children of the parent participants? Are these changes 
enduring? 
5. What demographic variables related to both the 
parent participants and their children interact with the 
effectiveness of the STEP program? 
6. What program variables related to the STEP groups 
interact with the effectiveness of the program? 
Methods for Reviewing Research 
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As evidenced by the previous section in this chapter, 
reviewers of primary research studies often come to 
conflicting and/or inconsistent conclusions regarding the 
body of literature under scrutiny. These conflicts and 
inconsistencies find their etiology in various factors 
including sampling error, methodological variations , 
differences in measurement, interactions between subject and 
treatment, and differences in sample sizes (Poirier, 1989) 
Another source of conflict may be found in differences in 
the procedures used to review and analyze the primary 
research studies. 
Five commonly used review procedures are briefly 
described and analyzed in this section: the narrative 
approach, the vote-count method, the combined-probabilities 
method, the meta-analytical integration method, and the 
recently-proffered "best-evidence'' approach. Each method of 
review has its critics and all adhere to Jackson's (1980) 
guidelines for valid reviews with varying degrees of 
success. The extent to which previous reviews adhere to 
these guidelines is another possible source of conflict and 
inconsistency in conclusions that are derived from the 
analysis of primary research studies. 
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A comparison of these review methods, using Jackson's 
(1980) guidelines, follows the descriptions and analyses of 
the five methods. 
The Narrative Method 
The most common method of review is the narrative 
approach whereby a brief description of a number of selected 
primary studies is presented. The steps typically found in 
this review procedure include : (a) the collection of primary 
research studies related to a common topic; (b) the 
exclusion of those primary studies that are found to contain 
major methodological weaknesses; and (c) the description and 
comparison of the remaining studies in terms of outcome 
measures and other pertinent variables (Light & Smith, 
1971) . 
Critics of the narrative review method find fault with 
its lack of objectivity, lack of validity, lack of 
efficiency, and its inherent unscientific nature (Cook & 
Leviton, 1980; Cooper, 1983; Jackson, 1980; Light & 
Pillemer, 1982). The most serious flaw in the narrative 
approach is its subjectivity (Cooper & Rosenthal, 1977). 
Although the technique of conducting narrative reviews is 
not flawed by design, few practitioners actually follow 
systematic and empirically based procedures when using the 
narrative review approach (Light & Pillemer, 1982; Poirier, 
1989) . 
In the 29 reviews of the education for parenting 
literature that were analyzed in the previous section, all 
but three reviewers (Dembo et al., 1985; Levinger, 1979; 
Medway, 1989) used the narrative approach. 
The Vote-Count Method 
Tests of statistical significance form the basis for 
most of the vote-count or box-score methods of reviewing 
primary research studies. Typically, the results of 
statistical tests of significance are sorted into the 
following categories: (a) significantly positive results; 
(b) significantly negative results; (c) nonsignificant 
positive results; 
(e) no difference. 
(d) nonsignificant negative results; and 
The category that contains a plurality 
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of results becomes the conclusion about the research 
findings for the sampled body of literature (Light & Smith, 
1971) . 
Sample size, magnitude of effect, interaction effects, 
and the quality of the study are all ignored by reviewers 
adhering to the vote-count method (Hedges & Olkin, 1980; 
Kavale & Glass, 1981; Light & Smith, 1971; Paul & Licht, 
1978; Pillemer, 1984). Although vote-counting reviewers 
integrate the results of their selected studies from a data-
based perspective, the inadequacy of the technique allows 
valuable descriptive information to be discounted and 
discarded (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981). Only 2 of the 29 
review articles (Dembo et al., 1985; Levinger, 1979) that 
were analyzed in the previous section used the vote-count 
method. 
The Combined-Probabilities Method 
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In an effort to increase the power of statistical 
analyses, Rosenthal (1978) proposed the pooling of sample 
sizes and the combining of probabilities for individual 
studies in the review process. This extension of the vote-
counting method increases the probability of detecting 
positive (and negative) results that are categorized as 
nonsignificant in the vote-count method of review. 
Among the techniques that Rosenthal (1978) suggested 
for pooling the results of significance testing are adding 
logarithms (the Fisher method), adding probabilities, adding 
critical ratios of~ tests, adding Z scores (the Stouffer 
method), and adding weighted Z scores. An example of the 
combined-probabilities approach using the Fisher Method is 
found in Table 4. The combined-probabilities method 
provides a statistical estimate of the probability of a 
series of N studies finding the observed results if in fact 
the null hypothesis is true. As such, it offers information 
similar to that obtained from a test of statistical 
significance on an individual study. Not surprisingly, the 
combined-probabilities method is subject to the same 
limitation of an individual study in that truly trivial 
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Table 4 
Example of the Combined-Probabilities Method of Review 
Sample of STEP Studies Using the 
Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale 
Study Statistic Probability -2 logep 
Bauer, 1977 F 1, 7s 9.77 .003 11.62 
Catania, 1985 F1, 7s = 12.12 .001 13.82 
Clarkson, 1978 t2 2 = 1.16 .257 2.72 
de Sherbinin, 1981 t21 3.41 .003 11.62 
Krieg, 1985 t2s 0.68 .506 1. 36 
McKay, 1976 F 1, 19 6.23 .021 7.73 
Moline, 1979 t22 2.61 .015 8.40 
Nolan-Stenseth, 1982 t22 -1.37 .999 0 . 00 
Vesper, 1985 F 1,33 4.85 .033 6.82 
Combined Probability: 2 X (df=2N) I (-2 logepJ 
64.09, p<.001 
findings will be statistically significant if the sample 
size is large enough. 
The combined probabilities method suffers from problems 
similar to the vote-count method of review. Once again, 
useful descriptive information is discarded from the primary 
studies. Also, sample selection problems, methodology and 
design flaws, and covariations of subject and study 
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characteristics with outcome measures are typically ignored. 
The Meta-Analytical Approach 
This method for integrating primary research studies 
was developed by Glass (1976). Using quantitative methods 
to analyze and summarize the descriptive and statistical 
characteristics of the selected studies, meta-analytical 
reviewers strive for more scientific rigor and increased 
objectivity in their reviews. Using this approach, the 
reviewer converts study outcomes into a common metric (an 
effect size) in order to facilitate comparisons among 
studies. Another unique feature of meta-analysis is the 
codification of subject variables and study characteristics 
in order to analyze their covariation with study outcomes. 
A representative sample of primary studies is obtained 
from all sources, both published and unpublished, while 
clearly explaining the selection and exclusion criteria. 
While other review methods call for the exclusion of 
methodologically unsound studies (without specifically 
reporting the criteria for exclusion), most proponents of 
the meta-analytical approach to review (Glass, 1976, 1978, 
1982; Glass et al., 1981) suggest that primary studies not 
be excluded for methodological weaknesses. They indicate 
that the effect of methodological quality on the outcome 
measures should be evaluated following the process of data 
collection, codification, and analysis. 
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As mentioned above, a unique characteristic of this 
approach is the investigation of interactions between 
subject and study variables and the outcome measures 
(converted to effect sizes). The results of these analyses 
may form an empirical basis for suggestions for future 
primary research in which these variables are systematically 
controlled. 
The usual effect size computed by reviewers using this 
approach is a standardized mean difference . However, other 
common metrics, such as correlation coefficients, can also 
function as effect sizes . The conversion of study outcomes 
to a common metric provides (a) a quantified study outcome 
that can be compared across studies, (b) a basis for 
analyzing concomitant variables relative to study outcomes, 
(c) a standardized measure of the magnitude of treatment 
effectiveness, and (d) a measure that is independent of 
sample size and tests of statistical significance (Cook & 
Leviton, 1980; Glass et al., 1981; Rosenthal, 1978; Sindelar 
& Wilson, 1984). 
Critics of the meta-analytical approach question the 
inclusion of poor quality studies into the results of the 
meta-analysis. Slavin (1984) suggested that studies with 
methodological weaknesses systematically bias the 
conclusions. Reviewers using Slavin's best-evidence method, 
which is described below, apply the principles of the meta-
analytical approach but base their finding on only good 
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quality studies. In response to Slavin (1984), Glass 
suggested the inclusion of all available studies which meet 
liberal criteria for inclusion. He further recommended that 
the quality of the studies be codified and examined 
empirically for any interaction with study outcomes . By 
incorporating this procedure, the reader can better 
understand the source of stated conclusions . If, for 
example, all studies that were rated as "good" had low 
e ff e ct sizes fo r a particular measure and all studies that 
were rated as "poor" had high effect sizes, a researcher 
would tend to discount the studies with high effect sizes 
and place his confidence in the better studies . On the 
other hand, if all studies are rated as "poor," but the 
studies which included only couples had larger effect sizes 
than the studies which included noncouples, a researcher 
might suggest that the treatment seemed to be more effective 
with couples. Were all "poor" studies discounted entirely, 
this piece of information might be obscured. 
In other words, what makes a study poor for answering 
one question may not make it poor for answering another 
question. For example, studies looking at the cognitive 
development of children, which use a pre-/post-test design 
with criterion-referenced tests, will not give the 
researcher a very good idea of what the impact of a 
particular program is because of the problems with 
maturation from pre- to posttest on the criterion-referenced 
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measure. However, if one were looking at the effects of the 
program for younger and older children and had only a pre-
to postmeasure on a criterion-referenced test, the 
difference in gain for younger and older children could give 
a very good indication of whether the program was better for 
younger children than for older children. Therefore, 
studies that are not very good for judging the overall 
impact of the program might be quite useful for judging 
whether the program is better for younger or older children. 
The meta-analytic approach that is used in this study 
does not ignore issues regarding the quality of the primary 
studies and does not advocate the collection of data and its 
interpretation irrespective of whether the data are 
methodologically defensible or not. Instead, all of the 
information that is available is used and thoughtful 
decisions are made regarding the appropriateness of certain 
types of data for answering particular questions. 
Another valid criticism of the meta-analytic 
perspective stems from the averaging of effect sizes at the 
study level. Light and Pillemer (1982) suggested that 
important information is lost in this process and that the 
data are no longer independent. This review study of the 
STEP program avoids this issue by including an effect size 
for each dependent measure (in several instances multiple 
scales of a dependent measure are combined to produce a 
single effect size if the scales appear to measure the same 
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general construct). 
The reliability of the conclusions based on a meta-
analytical perspective could be brought into question, as 
well, by the degree of judgment used in the codification of 
the subject and study variables (Glass et al., 1981; Stock 
et al. , 1982) . 
Meta-analysis, as intended, is a perspective on the 
literature review process rather than a systematic method. 
The problems that arise in the use of meta-analysis usually 
have their origins in implementation as opposed to 
methodology (Poirier, 1989). Jackson (1980) concluded that 
the "meta-analysis approach is a very important contribution 
to the social science methodology. It is not a panacea, but 
it will often prove to be quite valuable when applied and 
interpreted with care" (p. 455). 
The Best Evidence Approach 
Slavin's (1986) best evidence approach is described as 
a combination of "the quantification of effect sizes and 
systematic study selection procedures of quantitative 
syntheses with the attention to individual studies and 
methodological and substantive issues typical of the best 
narrative reviews" (p. 5). Slavin thus hopes to avoid one 
of the major criticisms of meta-analysis by selecting only 
those studies for review which reflect the highest research 
quality. However, as Glass et al. (1981) pointed out, this 
problem can also be addressed by coding the quality of the 
study and examining the interaction between the quality of 
studies and the magnitude of effect sizes. 
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For this meta-analytical review of the STEP program, 
only 40 studies were selected that investigated the efficacy 
of the program. Ten additional studies were excluded from 
the review either because they did not address the issue of 
effectiveness, because the STEP program was not presented as 
a distinct independent variable, or because missing and 
unobtainable data precluded the computation of effect sizes. 
This review would suffer under the rigors of the best 
evidence synthesis. Only 30 of 181 computed effect sizes 
were derived from "good" quality studies . If the remaining 
151 effect sizes had been excluded from the review, 
important information would have been missed. 
Comparison of Review Strategies in Terms of Validity 
Jackson's (1980) guideline for valid reviews was used 
in Table 5 to compare the five review methods that were 
described above. Conformation with the guideline is 
indicated by an "X." An additional guideline has been added 
(Common Metric) to evaluate the method's ability to compare 
outcomes across studies. 
Although reviewers using the narrative method of review 
have the capability of adhering to all of Jackson's 
criteria, such is not often the case. All of the criticism 
Table 5 
Comparison of Five Review Methods 
Jackson's Guidelines 
Problem Formulation 
-Defined & Delimited 
-Hypotheses Stated 
-Terms Defined 
Prior Reviews 
-Cited & Critiqued 
Selection of Studies 
-Location Method 
-Selection & Exclusion 
Criteria 
-Representative 
Data Collection 
-Common Variables 
-Collection Procedures 
-Facilitates Comparison 
Across Studies 
Data Analysis 
- Concomitant Variables 
-Methodological 
Weaknesses 
Reporting & Interpreting 
-Clear/Tabular 
Summaries 
-Analysis Supports 
Conclusions 
-Recommendations for 
Future Research 
Narra-
tive 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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Review Methods 
Vote 
Count 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
Combined 
Proba-
bility 
x 
x 
x 
x 
Meta Best 
Anal- Evi-
ysis dence 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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that is so hastily applied to the meta-analytical 
perspective (e.g., combining good and poor quality studies, 
publication bias, nonindependence of data) can be 
justifiably applied to the narrative method, as well. 
By removing most of the subjective bias from the review 
process, the meta-analytical method gains favor over the 
narrative method. The systematic application of the meta-
analytic perspective to this investigation of the 
effectiveness of a particular education for parenting 
program seems most conducive to a valid and useful inquiry . 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
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A meta-analytical perspective was applied to this 
integrative review of the literature on the efficacy of the 
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) program. 
Guidelines suggested by Jackson (1980), described in the 
previous chapter, were used to direct the review. The meta-
analysis followed the approach outlined by Glass and his 
colleagues (Glass, 1976 , 1978, 1982; Glass et al., 1981) . 
Selection of Studies 
The following sections detail the steps taken to locate 
the primary research studies, define the criteria for 
inclusion and exclusion of studies, and address the issue of 
the comprehensiveness of the sample . 
Location of Studies 
The studies to be included in this integrative review 
were identified initially through a computer - assisted search 
of the ERIC and Psychlit Indexes and Dissertation Abstracts 
International covering the period from 1976 (the year that 
Dinkmeyer and McKay published the program) until 1992 . Both 
journal articles and book chapters were searched using the 
term "Systematic Training for Effective Parenting.'' The 
bibliographies of the identified studies were then searched 
to complete the pool of articles. This process identified 
50 studies involving the STEP program, published and 
unpublished, covering the years 1976 through 1992. 
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In an attempt to identify the entire accessible 
population of primary STEP research studies, letters were 
sent to some of the authors of the 50 studies that had been 
located requesting their assistance in identifying 
additional published and unpublished studies . Examples of 
the letters and their responses are included as Appendix J. 
Letters were sent to those authors whose current address 
could be verified . The letter was also used to request 
missing information and data that were necessary for the 
coding of the article and/or the computation of effect 
sizes . Although no new studies were identified from these 
contacts, essential data were obtained which allowed the 
inclusion of several studies in the review. 
In addition , the publishers of the STEP program 
(American Guidance Services, Inc.) were contacted regarding 
possible research studies. They supplied an annotated 
bibliography that listed several studies that had not been 
previously identified. 
Criteria for Inclusion 
The studies that were included in this integrative 
review all contained some experimental component. The STEP 
program must have been included, separately, as one level of 
the independent variable and some dependent measure of 
program effectiveness related to behavior or attitudes must 
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have been administered. All studies that reported results 
regarding the effectiveness of the STEP program were 
included. Wherever possible, standardized mean difference 
effect sizes were computed. When this was not possible, the 
results of the study were reported in whatever metric was 
available in order to add to the completeness of the study. 
The studies did not have to include a control group and did 
not have to include random selection and/or random 
assignment in their experimental design. Both published and 
unpublished studies were included . 
Comprehensive Sample 
All primary research studies addressing the 
effectiveness of the STEP program that meet the above 
criteria, and could be identified and obtained using the 
procedures outlined above, were included in this integrative 
review. While certitude is not possible, it is believed 
that this method of search and selection has resulted in a 
comprehensive body of primary research regarding the 
efficacy of the STEP program. 
Description of the Sample 
This procedure resulted in the selection of 40 primary 
research studies that addressed the effectiveness of the 
STEP program. Studies that were excluded generally fell 
into one of three categories . The excluded studies (a) did 
not report sufficient data to facilitate the computation of 
effect sizes (e.g., Dinkmeyer, 1981; Schramm, 1990; Velez-
Conley, 1989; Wilson, 1991), (b) did not treat STEP as a 
separate independent variable (e.g. Meredith & Benninga, 
1979; Noller & Taylor, 1989), or (c) did not address the 
efficacy of the STEP program (e.g., Levinger, 1982). 
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In Table 6 a brief description of the 40 primary 
research studies is presented . Appendix B contains a more 
comprehensive narrative description of each of the studies. 
Data Collection 
The coding sheet used in analyzing data from each of 
the primary research studies is included as 
Appendix C . All studies included in the analysis 
investigated the basic STEP program as an independent 
variable, either alone or in a comparison with some other 
program. 
A Conventions Manual was developed to guide the coding 
process. The Conventions Manual is included as Appendix D. 
Dependent variables were coded on two levels using a 
two-digit code. The first digit indicated whether the 
dependent variable was a measure of some parent 
characteristic (code a ''l") or a measure of the child(ren) 's 
characteristic (coded a "2"). The second digit of the 
dependent variable coding referred to the type of measure. 
A listing of the dependent variables that are included in 
each coded category is found in Appendix E, and Table 7 
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Table 6 
Description of Studies Included in This Integrative Review 
Citation 
Bauer, 1977 
Bellamy, 1979 
Brooks et al., 
1988 
Catania, 1985 
Clark, 1983 
Clarkson, 1978 
Cronauer, 1981 
de Sherbinin, 
1981 
Dodley, 1981 
Esters, 1980 
Subjects & Methods 
normal parents/child. (n=79) 
non-random control group 
normal mothers/child. (n=22) 
matched control group 
Canadian parents (n=59) 
non-random control group 
drug-addicted parents (n=80) 
random control group 
foster parents (n=24) 
random control group 
normal parents/ child. (n=3 6) 
non-random control group 
normal parents/child. (n=48) 
random control group 
Title I families (n=21) 
non-random control group 
anti-social children (n=30) 
no control group 
low GPA students (n=22) 
matched control group 
Goldstein, 1990 normal parents/child. (n=28) 
random control group 
Gould, 1979 "problem" children (n=18) 
no control group 
*Dependent 
Measures 
TSCS 
APACBS 
Becker 
TJT, PAS 
PAS, CAAP 
STEP Ques. 
PARI, APACBS 
SCPRS 
PPAS 
STC 
Gates-Mac 
Dever. 
APACBS, MSC 
PHCSCS 
PARI, APACBS 
QPBS 
APACBS, PPNS 
MPSC,Dever. 
Gates-Mac 
STEP Ques. 
JBC, FES 
GPA 
PHCSCS 
CBRF 
QFLQ 
PHCSCS 
Walker, PSP 
(table continues) 
Citation 
Gruen, 1978 
Hammet et al . , 
1981 
Subjects & Methods 
normal couples/child. (n=24) 
non-random control group 
mothers/LD children (n=46) 
random control group 
Jackson, 1982 normal mothers/child. (n=45) 
random control group 
Kozlowski, 1979 normal parents/child. (n=28) 
random control group 
Kr i eg, 1985 
LaFountain, 
1987 
Larrivee, 1982 
Lifur-Bennett, 
1982 
Maez, 1987 
McKay, 1976 
Messinger-
Revell, 1983 
Miller, 1987 
Misja, 1980 
Moline, 1979 
Nolan-Stenseth, 
1982 
normal & LD children (n =30) 
non-random control group 
devel. delayed child. (n=22) 
random control group 
normal mothers/child. (n=6) 
no control group 
parents/LD children (n=60) 
nonrandom control group 
Mexican-Amer. mothers (n=80) 
random control group 
normal mothers/child . (n=20) 
random control group 
special needs child. (n=l8) 
non-random control group 
normal parents/child. (n=24) 
matched control group 
normal parents/child. (n=53) 
non-random control group 
abusive parents (n=24) 
matched control group 
normal parents/child. (n-24) 
random control group 
*Dependent 
Measures 
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ATFC-II 
CRPS, APACBS 
PAS 
PSCI 
PHCSCS 
PAR, CRPBI 
PAS 
Rokeach 
APACBS 
PAS 
CSI, PSI 
CWLS 
Parent Ques. 
CEI, RCM 
PHCSCS 
PARQ, MCBC 
PAS 
TSCS 
APACBS 
MCIE 
PATSNY 
PAS, PSCI 
Walker 
CRPS, PPS 
APACBS, ATFC 
STEP Ques. 
TSCS, APACBS 
(table continues) 
Citation Subjects & Methods 
Nystul, 1982 Australian mothers (n=28) 
random control group 
Radabaugh, 1981 parents/LD child. (n=46) 
random control group 
Saltzer, 1987 "transitional" child. (n=20) 
non-random control group 
Sellick, 1979 
Sharpley & 
Poiner, 1980 
normal mothers/child. (n=64) 
random control group 
Australian parents (n=56) 
no control group 
Summerlin, 1978 normal parents/child . (n=SO) 
random control group 
Vesper, 1985 
Villegas, 1977 
Wantz & Recor, 
1984 
Weaver, 1981 
Williams 
et al., 1984 
Wilmes-Reitz, 
1983 
Winans, 1982 
normal mothers/child. (n=36) 
random control group 
Chicana mothers (n=28) 
random control group 
normal parents/child. (n=ll) 
no control group 
normal mothers/child. (n=20) 
random control group 
parents/LD child. (n=38) 
random control group 
normal mothers/child. (n=56) 
non-random control group 
normal couples/child. (n=20) 
no control group 
*Dependent 
Measures 
ATFC-II 
PARI-Q 4 
PAS, DSC 
PHCSCS 
TSCS 
APACBS 
STEP Ques . 
PAS, PSCI 
70 
PAS , APACBS 
CRPBI 
APACBS, PCI 
APACBS 
APACBS 
ATFC-II 
CRPBI 
PAS, LOCITAD 
PARI-Q 4 
CRPBI 
MAT 
FIRO-B 
* The dependent measures are identified and categorized in 
Appendix E. 
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Table 7 
Types of Measures Coded for Primary Research Studies 
Coding Label 
10 parent attitude 
11 parent psychological 
functioning 
12 parent self-concept 
13 parent behavior-self 
14 parent behavior-child 
15 parent behavior-others 
16 family, marriage 
17 parent/child 
interaction 
18 program evaluation 
19 parent other measures 
20 child attitude 
21 child psychological 
functioning 
22 child self-concept 
Type of Measure 
attitudes toward children, 
parenting, education, etc. 
stress, depression, 
temperament, assertiveness, 
dogmatism, anxiety, etc . 
self - esteem, etc. 
self-measures of behavior; 
daily reports, logs, etc. 
children's reports of their 
parents' behavior. 
coded observations and 
checklists by others. 
ratings of family structure 
and marital satisfaction. 
questionnaires and coded 
observations regarding 
interpersonal functioning. 
measures designed to assess 
the learning of the 
program material. 
academic, social 
involvement, consumer 
satisfaction, intelligence. 
toward parents, school. 
personality, anxiety, locus 
of control. 
self-esteem, etc. 
(table continues) 
Coding Label 
23 child behavior-parents 
24 child behavior-others 
Type of Measure 
parents' reports of their 
children's behavior 
coded observations and 
reports by teachers. 
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25 child behavior-
checklist 
inventories and checklists 
completed by parents/others 
26 child other measures GPA, other academic 
achievement. 
provides an explanation of the types of measures that were 
coded for the primary studies . 
The important demographic variables that were coded 
were identified in the analysis of the literature completed 
prior to the beginning of this study (Gibson, 1993a). The 
mean ages of the parent and child participants and the mean 
education level and socioeconomic status of the parents were 
recorded/coded along with special population characteristics 
regarding the parents (abusive, foreign, drug-addicted, 
etc.) and children (learning disabled, conduct disordered, 
hearing impaired, antisocial, court-referred, etc.). 
Other coding of discrete variables included: (a) the 
actual treatment participants (e.g., mothers only, fathers 
only, couples only, parents only, parents and children), (b) 
type of group leader (professional or nonprofessional), and 
(c) the type of tapes (audio- or video-) which were used 
with the STEP program. 
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The methodology of the primary study was also coded 
with regard to the use and nature of a control group (i.e., 
random, matched, equivalent, nonequivalent, or none), the 
use of random selection and random assignment to groups, and 
the pattern of the dependent measures (i.e., pre- and 
posttreatment, posttreatment only, pretreatment and follow-
up, posttreatment and follow-up). 
An overall quality rating of one through five (with the 
higher ratings indicating the better studies) was assigned 
to each primary research study based on a combination of 
threats to internal validity perceived by the rater. The 
rating form used to determine the "quality of study" is 
reproduced as Appendix F . A summary of the quality ratings 
given to the primary research studies is included as 
Appendix G. 
The basic concern was whether or not something other 
than the independent variable may account for differences in 
the dependent measures. History is always a factor in these 
kinds of studies since the researcher cannot control all of 
the behaviors of the subjects over an 8-10 week period. 
Other factors, such as the normal regression of extreme 
scores and selection problems caused by nonrandom assignment 
of subjects (and self-selection of volunteer subjects), may 
also account for differences between groups. Although many 
researchers used analysis of covariance procedures to 
control for pretreatment differences between groups, such 
was not always the case. The differential attrition of 
subjects was also a problem not addressed in many studies. 
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Cronauer (1981) provided an example of a study that 
received a rating of 114 11 (good). This study used random 
assignment of volunteer subjects and tested for pre-
treatment group differences using a randomization test for 
two independent variables. Thus, the subjects in the two 
groups were comparable on the various types of data that 
were collected and the outcome data were collected in a way 
such that there were probably few, if any, opportunities for 
the data to be biased. Subjects were not selected due to 
extreme scores on a pretest so that regression was not a 
problem, and almost all subjects completed the study so that 
attrition was not a problem. In contrast, the de Sherbinin 
(1981) study received a rating of 111 11 (very poor) . The 
children involved in the study are from Title I programs and 
have scored below grade average on reading achievement. 
Thus regression to the mean becomes an issue in retesting . 
In addition, extraneous course material was mixed with the 
STEP program. Therefore, we cannot be certain that the STEP 
program was responsible for any observed changes. Nonrandon 
assignment to groups was used, giving rise to concerns about 
the comparability of groups prior to treatment. 
Effect sizes (normally, standardized mean differences) 
were computed using all available data. The appropriate 
formula (see Appendix H) was used depending on the 
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experimental design and the type of data provided. Effect 
sizes were computed for each dependent variable. When 
multiple scales of the same dependent variable were 
administered, all measuring the same general construct or 
characteristic (as described in Table 7), a mean effect size 
was computed for the entire instrument. The only exception 
to this rule was the handling of the subscales for 
Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey (PAS). Parent attitudes 
are , by far, the most commonly used dependent measure by 
researchers who are investigating the efficacy of education 
for parenting programs. These subscales of the PAS 
(Confidence , Causation, Acceptance, Understanding, and 
Trust) are the most commonly used measures of parent 
attitude change in the education for parenting literature. 
The inclusion of the effect sizes for the individual 
subscales of the PAS may help in understanding which 
specific parent attitudes are affected by the STEP program. 
Data Analysis 
The analysis portion of this integrative review was 
enabled by the MetaStat program. Beta versions of this new 
meta-analysis program were supplied to the author by LMP 
Associates and Lawrence M. Rudner, the principal author of 
the MetaStat program. 
The initial level of analysis involved the distribution 
of effect sizes for all Immediate and Follow-Up Measures 
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broken down by the Quality of Study. The correlation 
between Quality of Study and the magnitude of effect sizes 
was used to determine whether or not poorer quality studies 
should be excluded from the meta-analysis. 
The investigation continued with a descriptive analysis 
of each individual discrete variable that was recorded and 
coded for the 40 primary research studies . Mean effect 
sizes were computed for each category of all discrete 
variables and, when appropriate, a correlation coefficient 
was computed between the levels of the variable (if they 
were incremental) and the magnitude of effect sizes. 
A discussion of these preliminary observations follows 
the initial results section. Each discrete variable is 
analyzed with regard to its impact on the effectiveness of 
the STEP program. 
A second level of analysis involved the correlation of 
the magnitude of effect sizes with the various continuous 
demographic variables that have been recorded. Several 
levels of partitioning, by the type of dependent measure, 
were employed to provide a more concise picture of the 
interactions between the continuous variables and the 
magnitude of effect size. Of particular interest to this 
author were the relationships between the ages and education 
levels of the parents, the ages of the children, and the 
magnitude of the effect size relative to all categories of 
dependent measures. Once again, discussion of these 
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preliminary observations follows the section on the analysis 
of continuous demographic variables. 
As Glass (1982) contends, meta-analysis is 
... nothing more than the attitude of data analysis 
applied to quantitative summaries of individual 
studies. By recording quantitatively the properties of 
studies and their findings, the meta-analysis of 
research invites one who wishes to integrate numerous 
and diverse findings to apply the full power and 
variety of statistical methods to the task. Thus, it 
is not merely a technique; rather it is a perspective 
[toward reviewing research]. (p. 93) 
The process of meta-analysis resembles the peeling of 
an onion once the preliminary levels of descriptive 
statistics have been applied to the data . Further areas of 
interest and inquiry are disclosed only as a layer of 
analysis is peeled away. For example, a particularly strong 
correlation between a discrete demographic variable, such as 
Program Participants, and the magnitude of the effect sizes 
may lead to the dissection of subsets of the data to more 
accurately isolate the nature and the strength of the 
relationship. The process continues until the data, 
massaged by meta-analysis, have yielded all of their 
secrets. 
A third level of analysis involved the formulation of 
regression equations to provide some prediction model for 
the success of the STEP program. Once again, the effect 
sizes were partitioned by "parent" and "child" measures and 
by the type of dependent measure that was obtained. The 
prediction equations, then, will apply to the expected 
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success (effect sizes) for changing attitudes or behaviors 
specific to either parents or children as a result of their 
participation in the STEP program. 
Reporting and Interpreting 
The results of these analyses will be used to (a) 
formulate answers to the questions posed in the introductory 
chapters of this study; (b) construct regression equations 
that can be used to predict the success of the STEP program 
in changing attitudes and behaviors for specific subsets of 
the population; and (c) suggest areas for future primary 
research in education for parenting and, specifically, for 
the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting program . 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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This chapter of the paper follows an "onion" approach 
to analysis as described in the previous chapter. A 
discussion of findings and implications follows each layer 
of analysis as it is peeled away. The final section of this 
chapter provides a regression analysis of the data provided 
on three continuous demographic variables: Age of Parents, 
Education of Parents, and Age of Children. Prediction 
equations are derived from the analysis to provide consumers 
of the STEP program with tools to predict effect sizes for 
different demographic groups. 
The primary studies that have been located for 
inclusion in this meta-analysis represent the entire known 
population of studies that address the efficacy of the STEP 
program. As such, the use of the tools of inferential 
statistics would be inappropriate for this study. 
Descriptive statistics and correlation constitute the bulk 
of analysis for this integration of literature. 
The following analysis first considers the distribution 
of effect sizes for all discrete independent variables 
(demographic and program variables) across all categories of 
the discrete variables. When the categories of the discrete 
variable are incremental, correlation coefficients have been 
computed between the levels of the variable and the 
magnitude of effect sizes. 
The following section provides a correlational study 
between various continuous independent (demographic) 
variables and the magnitude of effect size. Succeeding 
levels of analysis were guided by the results of these two 
initial sections. 
General Distribution and Group Means 
of Effect Sizes for Discrete 
Independent Variables 
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Forty primary research studies have been coded for this 
meta-analytical review of the efficacy of the Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) program. 
Effect sizes were computed for each individual dependent 
measure used in the primary study. Average study effect 
sizes were not analyzed because the different dependent 
variables often measure entirely dissimilar behaviors or 
psychological constructs and the combining of these results 
would be meaningless. 
When several subscales of a dependent measure were 
included in the study, and the subscales address the same 
general construct (e.g., self-concept and attitude toward 
children), one effect size for the measure was computed by 
calculating a mean effect size from among the individual 
subscales. The only exception to this procedure was 
Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey (PAS). This dependent 
measure is used extensively in studies of education for 
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parenting programs. It is believed that the inclusion of 
all five subscales of the PAS in the analysis might provide 
a more refined insight into the actual effects of the STEP 
program on the attitudes of parents. 
The 40 primary studies provided a total of 181 effect 
sizes for analysis. The effect sizes were initially 
subdivided into Immediate Measures (150 effect sizes) and 
Follow-Up Measures (31 effect sizes). Immediate Measures 
were derived from either a posttreatment - only dependent 
measure pattern (45 effect sizes) or a pre - and 
posttreatment dependent measure pattern (105 effect sizes). 
Follow-Up Measures were derived from either a pretreatment 
and follow-up dependent measure pattern (28 effect sizes) or 
a posttreatment and follow-up dependent measure pattern (3 
effect sizes) . 
The initial distributions of effect sizes for discrete 
variables are found in Table 8 (Immediate Measures) and in 
Table 9 (Follow-Up Measures). The distribution across all 
levels or categories of the discrete variables is included 
in these tables . Tables 10 and 11 provide a breakdown of 
the mean effect sizes for "Parent Measures by Type of 
Measure" and "Child Measures by Type of Measure" for both 
Immediate Measures (Table 10) and Follow-Up Measures (Table 
11) . 
Figure 1 describes the frequency distribution of effect 
sizes across all Qualities of Study for both the Immediate 
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Table 8 
Distribution of Effect Sizes for Discrete Independent 
Variables for Immediate Measures 
Variable Level of Mean 
Description Variable Effect Size N (n) 
Publication Group Journal 0.7670 20 ( 6) 
Dissertation 0.6022 130 (34) 
Socioeconomic Missing 0.6581 47 (15) 
Status Upper -- - -- - 0 ( 0) 
Middle-Upper 0.4781 37 ( 9) 
Middle 0.4633 36 ( 8) 
Lower-Middle 0.9954 28 ( 8) 
Lower 0.2250 2 ( 1) 
Special Parent None 0.5809 131 ( 3 2) 
Characteristics Abusive 1.1867 3 ( 1) 
Drug - Addicted 1 . 0600 3 ( 1) 
Other (ethnic) 0.8292 13 ( 6) 
Degree of Child None 0.6581 105 ( 3 0) 
Handicap Mild 0 . 7936 14 ( 4) 
Moderate 0.4326 31 ( 7) 
Severe - - --- - 0 ( 0) 
Type of Unknown 0.4723 44 (12) 
Group Leader Non-Professional 0.7686 21 ( 8) 
Professional 0.6671 85 ( 2 0) 
Type of Unknown 0 . 4095 39 ( 11) 
Tapes Used Audiotapes 0.6995 111 (2 9) 
Videotapes ------ 0 ( 0) 
Type of None 0 . 7859 17 ( 8) 
Control Group Nonrandom/Unmatched 0.6474 48 (14) 
Nonrandom/Matched 0.8018 17 (4) 
Random 0.6388 68 (19) 
Degree of None 0.4356 41 (14) 
Randomization Partial 0.8098 48 ( 11) 
for All Groups Total 0.6049 61 (18) 
(table continues) 
Variable 
Description 
Program 
Participants 
Quality of Study 
Dependent 
Variables I 
Dependent 
Variables II 
Dependent 
Measure Pattern 
Level of 
Variable 
Mean 
Effect Size 
Mothers Only 
Fathers Only 
Couples Only 
All Parents 
Parents & Children 
Very Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 
Excellent 
Parent Measures 
Child Measures 
Attitudes 
Psych. Functions 
Self-Concept 
Behavior, Self-Meas. 
Behavior, Parent by 
Child or Child by 
Parent 
Behavior, by Others 
Family and Marriage 
Parent/Child 
Interaction 
Program Evaluation 
0.5654 
1.0260 
0.6261 
-0.0050 
0.4958 
0.7072 
0.5639 
0.6064 
0.6497 
0.5745 
0.6235 
0.3900 
0.4029 
0.9000 
0.5659 
0.9777 
0.0920 
0.4900 
1. 5717 
Posttreatment Only 0.5011 
Pre- & Posttreatment 0.6769 
Mean Effect Size for All Measures 0.6240 
N = number of effect sizes 
(n) = number of studies 
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N (n) 
50 (12) 
0 ( 0) 
10 (2) 
88 (25) 
2 (1) 
26 (11) 
68 (21) 
31 ( 9) 
25 ( 7) 
0 ( 0) 
99 (36) 
51 (30) 
63 (21) 
9 (4) 
1 7 ( 15) 
2 (2) 
32 (27) 
13 ( 12) 
5 (4) 
3 ( 2) 
6 ( 6) 
45 (12) 
105 (30) 
150 (40) 
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Table 9 
Distribution of Effect Sizes for Discrete Independent 
Variables for Follow-Up Measures 
Variable 
Description 
Publication Group 
Socioeconomic 
Status 
Special Parent 
Characteristics 
Degree of Child 
Handicap 
Type of 
Group Leader 
Type of 
Tapes 
Type of 
Control Group 
Degree of 
Randomization 
for All Groups 
Level of 
Variable 
Journal 
Dissertation 
Missing 
Upper 
Middle-Upper 
Middle 
Lower-Middle 
Lower 
None 
Abusive 
Drug-Addicted 
Other (ethnic) 
None 
Mild 
Moderate 
Severe 
Unknown 
Professional 
Non-Professional 
Unknown 
Audiotapes 
Videotapes 
None 
Nonrandom/Unmatched 
Nonrandom/Matched 
Random 
None 
Partial 
Total 
Mean 
Effect Size 
-0.4667 
0.4507 
-0.1575 
0.2978 
1.0950 
1.0083 
0.4276 
0.6433 
-0 . 4667 
0.2248 
1.3733 
0.3860 
-0.0544 
0.5323 
0.0300 
0.3848 
-0.2225 
0.1080 
1.3733 
0.7078 
-0.1309 
0.6330 
N (n) 
3 ( 1) 
28 (7) 
12 ( 3) 
0 ( 0) 
9 (2) 
4 ( 1) 
6 ( 2) 
0 ( 0) 
25 ( 6) 
0 ( 0) 
3 ( 1) 
3 (1) 
23 (6) 
3 (1) 
5 ( 1) 
0 ( 0) 
9 (2) 
22 (6) 
0 ( 0) 
2 (1) 
2 9 ( 7) 
0 ( 0) 
4 (2) 
15 (3) 
3 ( 2) 
9 ( 3) 
11 (4) 
2 0 (4) 
0 ( 0) 
(table continues) 
Variable 
Description 
Program 
Participants 
Quality of Study 
Dependent 
Variables I 
Dependent 
Variables II 
Dependent 
Measure Pattern 
Level of 
Variable 
Mean 
Effect Size 
Mothers Only 
Fathers Only 
Couples Only 
All Parents 
Parents & Children 
Very Poor 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 
Excellent 
Parent Measures 
Child Measures 
Attitudes 
Psych. Functions 
Self-Concept 
Behavior, Self-Meas. 
Behavior, Parent by 
Child or Child by 
-0.0786 
0.5323 
0.0300 
-0.0300 
0.6640 
-0.0786 
0.3860 
0 . 2661 
0.4946 
0.4360 
0.5133 
0 . 4600 
0.5700 
Parent 0.4360 
Behavior, by Others 0.6267 
Parent/Child 
Interaction 0.0420 
Program Evaluation -0.9000 
Pretest & Follow-Up 0.4507 
Posttest & Follow-Up -0.4667 
Mean Effect Size for All Measures 0.3620 
N = number of effect sizes 
(n) = number of studies 
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N (n) 
7 ( 1) 
0 ( 0) 
0 ( 0) 
22 ( 6) 
2 ( 1) 
4 (2) 
15 ( 5) 
7 ( 1) 
5 ( 1) 
0 ( 0) 
18 ( 6) 
13 ( 6) 
10 ( 3) 
3 ( 1) 
3 ( 3) 
1 ( 1) 
5 (4) 
3 ( 2) 
5 (3) 
1 ( 1) 
28 ( 7) 
3 ( 1) 
31 (8) 
Table 10 
Distribution of Effect Sizes by Type of Measure for 
Immediate Measures 
Parent Measures 
Type of Measure Mean Effect Size 
Attitude 
Psychological Functioning 
Self-Concept 
Behavior, Self-Measured 
Behavior, Child-Measured 
Behavior, Measured by Others 
Family and Marriage 
Parent/Child Interaction 
Program Evaluation (Knowledge) 
All Parent Measures 
0.6235 
0.1580 
0.3475 
0 . 9000 
0.1967 
1.4167 
0.0920 
0.7450 
1.5717 
0.6497 
Child Measures 
Type of Measure 
Psychological Functioning 
Self-Concept 
Behavior, Parent-Measured 
Behavior, Measured by Others 
Parent/Child Interaction 
All Child Measures 
Mean Effect Size 
0.6800 
0.4200 
0.6512 
0.6014 
-0.0200 
0.5745 
N 
63 
5 
4 
2 
6 
6 
5 
2 
6 
99 
N 
4 
13 
26 
7 
1 
51 
Table 11 
Distribution of Effect Sizes by Type of Measure for 
Follow-Up Measures 
Parent Measures 
Type of Measure Mean Effect Size 
Attitude 
Psychological Functioning 
Behavior, Self-Measured 
Behavior, Child-Measured 
Parent/Child Interaction 
Program Evaluation (Knowledge) 
All Parent Measures 
0.4360 
-0.0200 
0.5700 
0.6200 
0.0400 
-0.9000 
0.2661 
Child Measures 
Type of Measure 
Psychological Functioning 
Self-Concept 
Behavior, Parent-Measured 
Behavior, Measured by Others 
Parent/Child Interaction 
All Child Measures 
Mean Effect Size 
0.7800 
0.4600 
0.3900 
0.6267 
0.0500 
0.4946 
N 
10 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
18 
N 
2 
3 
4 
3 
1 
13 
87 
88 
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Figure 1. Frequency distribution of all effect sizes. 
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Measures and the Follow-Up Measures. The correlations 
between magnitude of effect size and Quality of Study for 
Immediate Measures and Follow-Up Measures are 0 . 0063 and 
-0.0742, respectively. The scatterplots for these 
correlations are shown in Figure 2. These correlations are 
close enough to zero to preclude the need to separate the 
effect sizes by Quality of Study . However, Glass (1982) 
suggested that the Quality of Study be considered in the 
analysis . Therefore, the mean effec t sizes for pertinent 
discrete variables were broken down by Quality of Study and 
are included in Appendix I (Tables A - F) . These tables are 
referred to while analyzing the impact that these variables 
may have on efficacy of the STEP program. 
Several authors (Eysenck, 1984; Slavin, 1984; Wilson & 
Rachman, 1983) have criticized the inclusion of poorly 
designed research studies in meta - analytical reviews of 
literature. Glass (1982) countered the criticism by 
suggesting that the quality of study be codified and 
examined a posteriori for any correlation with effect sizes. 
If the quality of study and magnitude of effect size are not 
correlated (as in this meta-analytical review), Glass 
recommended that results be analyzed without partitioning 
effect sizes by study quality. 
In this study the exclusion of the 113 effect sizes 
derived from "poor" and "very poor" studies would have 
seriously weakened the power of the analysis. Since Quality 
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Figure 2. Scatterplots for effect sizes by quality of study. 
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of Study and the magnitude of effect size are, for practical 
purposes, uncorrelated (+.0063 for Immediate Measures and 
-.0742 for Follow-Up Measures), all effect sizes were 
included in the analysis regardless of the quality of the 
study they were derived from. However, breakdowns by 
Quality of Study are displayed for relevant independent 
variables as Appendix I and are referred to throughout the 
analysis. The frequency distributions for the discrete 
independent variables for both Immediate and Follow-Up 
Measures are presented as Figures 3 - 15. 
Analysis and Discussion of the General Distribution of 
Overall Effect Sizes and Group Means of Effect 
Sizes for Discrete Variables 
This section begins with an analysis of the 
distribution of all effect sizes and is then organized 
according to the discrete independent variable groupings. 
The distribution of effect sizes by levels or categories 
within these discrete independent variables is addressed, as 
well as the mean effect sizes computed for the subgroups. 
Although some of the discrete variables were created by 
an arbitrary categorization of an underlying continuous 
variable, the level of information provided in these 
education for parenting studies dictated that they be 
treated as noncontinuous variables with discrete categories. 
This initial ''peeling of the onion" was used to direct 
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the focus (or foci) for the following stages of the meta-
analytical review. For each variable, both the Immediate 
Measures (n=l50) and Follow-Up Measures (n=31) were analyzed 
within the same section. 
Overall Mean Effect Sizes 
The characterization of the magnitude of effect sizes 
as "small," "medium/moderate," or "large" is generally left 
to the investigato r (Cohen, 1977) . The characterization of 
effect sizes is specific to the particular research that is 
carried out. What is considered to be a small effect size 
to a clinical psychologist may be quite significant to an 
educational researcher . For most behavioral studies Cohen 
has suggested that effect sizes of approximately .30 be 
considered "small , " effect sizes of approximately .50 be 
considered "medium" (or moderate), and effect sizes of . 80 
be considered "large." This convention has been adopted for 
this meta-analysis. 
For all Immediate Measures (posttreatment-only or pre-
and posttreatment) the mean effect size of +0.624 is 
considered to be moderate (Glass et al., 1981). The mean 
effect size for all Follow-Up Measures (pretreatment and 
follow - up or posttreatment and follow-up) diminished to 
+0.362 . This is considered to be a relatively low effect 
size. Despite the fact that too few Follow-Up Measures are 
obtained, the overall decrease in mean effect size from 
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Immediate to Follow-Up Measures suggests that the moderate 
effects of the STEP program do not endure the test of time. 
A breakdown of mean effect size by Quality of Study is 
included as Appendix I, Table 35. 
Publication Group 
For Immediate Measures the number of effect sizes 
derived from unpublished doctoral dissertations outnumbered 
the number of effect sizes derived from published journal 
articles by a multiple of 6~. However, the mean effect 
sizes were of the same approximate magnitude . This suggests 
that "statistical significance'' may not be a major factor in 
the publication of STEP studies . Other factors, such as 
lack of submission and/or methodological weaknesses, may 
play a bigger role in the acute lack of published primary 
research studies. 
A breakdown of the Publication Groups by Quality of 
Study (see Appendix I, Table 36) supports this assumption 
and reveals that 16 of 20 (80%) effect sizes derived from 
journal articles were rated as coming from fair or good 
quality studies. In contrast, only 40 of 130 (31%) effect 
sizes derived from dissertations were rated as coming from 
fair or good quality studies. It is evident that the 
quality of research involving the STEP program (and perhaps 
education for parenting, in general) is far below accepted 
levels for valid, outstanding research. 
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Although only three effect sizes were derived from 
Follow-Up Measures computed from journal articles, the 
results were in direct contrast to the dissertation-derived 
effect sizes. A mean effect size of -0.4667 was computed 
for journal articles compared to +0.4507 for dissertations. 
With journal articles rating much higher on Quality of Study 
(as indicated above), this reinforces the earlier suggestion 
that the general moderate effectiveness of the STEP program, 
across all measures, is not maintained over time. The mean 
follow-up period for the 31 follow-up effect sizes was 2.45 
months. This further implies that any positive effects that 
are realized as a result of exposure to the STEP program are 
extremely short-lived. These 31 effect sizes are derived 
from only eight studies which reported follow-up measures. 
There was little variability in the follow-up periods with 
seven studies using either 2 or 3 months follow-up. 
Socioeconomic Status 
Information on socioeconomic status (SES) was provided 
in STEP studies that contributed 103 Immediate Measure 
effect sizes and 19 Follow-Up Measure effect sizes. The 
mean effect sizes for the lower-middle class participants 
were 0.9954 for Immediate Measures and 1.0083 for Follow-Up 
Measures. The mean effect size for Follow-Up Measures for 
the middle class participants was 1.0950. These are all 
considered quite high when compared to the mean effect sizes 
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for the upper-middle class and the lower class participants 
in the STEP programs. A breakdown of Socioeconomic Status 
by Quality of Study (see Appendix I, Table 37) shows that 
the Immediate Measure mean effect sizes are consistently 
high for the Lower-Middle SES group across all ratings of 
Quality. This suggests that the participants from this SES 
group derived the greatest benefits from the STEP program. 
Only two effect sizes are included in the Immediate 
Measures for lower class participants, so any assumption 
regarding the effectiveness of the STEP program for low SES 
participants may be premature. 
A negative correlation (-0.2689) was found between SES 
and the magnitude of effect size for all Immediate Measures, 
and a negative correlation (-0.6362) was found between SES 
and the magnitude of effect size for all Follow-Up Measures. 
These results suggest that the STEP program might be more 
effective in changing attitudes and behaviors in 
participants with lower socioeconomic status . Possible 
explanations for this phenomenon are discussed in the 
following chapter. 
Soecial Parent Characteristics 
For all Immediate Measures, only 19 effect sizes were 
available for parents with special characteristics. 
However, these effect sizes tended to be large . Three 
effect sizes with a mean of 1.1867 were computed for parents 
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who were enrolled in the STEP program as part of a treatment 
plan for child abuse. No Follow-Up Measure effect sizes 
were available for abusive parents. Drug-addicted parents 
provided three effect sizes with a mean of 1.0600. This 
large mean effect size, however, was not maintained for the 
Follow-Up Measures where a mean effect size of 0 . 6433 was 
obtained. 
Other special parents- - primarily foreign (Australian) 
and minority (Chicana and Mexican-American) parents- -
provided 13 effect s i zes with a mean of 0.8292. Compared 
with the normal population of parents, it would seem that 
these parents with special characteristics may derive 
greater benefits from the STEP program. More primary 
research is called for in this area. 
Degree of Child Handicap 
Parents of children with mild handicaps (refer to the 
Conventions Manual in Appendix D) and the children 
themselves produced somewhat higher Immediate Measure effect 
sizes than parents of children without any handicaps and 
their children--+0.794 compared to +0.658. A breakdown of 
Degree of Child Handicap by Quality of Study (see Appendix 
I, Table 38) reveals that the six effect sizes derived from 
studies that were rated as "fair" or "poor" had larger means 
than the eight effect sizes derived from studies that were 
rated as "very poor." Thus, the "better" studies tend to 
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support the notion that the STEP program has greater 
immediate effects on mildly handicapped children and their 
parents than on nonhandicapped children and their parents. 
The difference is even more profound for Follow - Up 
Measures. Since the Follow-Up Measure mean effect size for 
"mild handicap" (+1.3733) is derived from only three effect 
sizes, conclusions about these results might be 
presumptuous . 
The correlations between the Degree of Child Handicap 
and the magnitude of effect s i ze fo r Immediate and Follow - up 
Measures were - 0.1197 and +0 . 2299, respectively . 
Scatterplots for Degree of Child Handicap by effect size are 
included in a later figure. 
Although these results do not support the need for 
further analysis of this discrete variable in this 
dissertation , the evidence suggests the need for additional 
primary research regarding the use of the STEP program with 
populations of handicapped children and their parents. 
Type of Group Leader 
The STEP handbooks and leader's manuals specifically 
state that professional leaders are not required for the 
facilitation of STEP groups. There is actually some concern 
expressed by the authors (Dinkmeyer and McKay) that a 
professional leader will tend to replace the course 
materials as the authority on parenting skills, in general, 
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and the STEP program, in particular. 
This analysis demonstrates that the effectiveness of 
the STEP program seems to be relatively unaffected by the 
type of group leader. For Immediate Measures the mean 
effect size derived from studies using professional leaders 
(as defined by the Conventions Manual in Appendix D) was 
+0.6671, compared to +0 . 7686 for studies using 
nonprofessional leaders. Only studies using professional 
leaders were represented in the Follow-Up Measures (22 
effect sizes). The mean effect size has dropped to +0.5323, 
suggesting, once again, that the moderately positive effects 
of the STEP program tend to evanesce with the passage of 
time. 
Type of Tapes 
The original STEP program provided vignettes on 
audiotapes as a catalyst to group discussions. The 
videotape version of the STEP program became available in 
1987. None of the researchers whose studies were analyzed 
for this review mentioned the use of videotapes in the STEP 
program. For Immediate Measures, 111 effect sizes were 
derived from studies that specifically mentioned the use of 
audiotapes. For the other 39 effect sizes, neither audio-
nor videotapes were designated. The mean effect size for 
all immediate Measures (111 effect sizes) when audiotapes 
were specified was +0.6995. For Follow-up Measures (29 
112 
effect sizes), when audiotapes were specified, the mean 
effect size was +0.3848. The failed retention of moderate 
STEP effects is again suspected. 
Control Groups and Degree 
of Randomization 
As expected, no real trend was apparent in the mean 
effect sizes for either levels of control groups or degree 
of randomization . Since both of these factors are part of 
the "Quality of Study" rating, and no significant 
correlations were found between the quality ratings and the 
magnitude of effect sizes, this result is not surprising. 
For all Immediate Measures the correlations between effect 
size and Type of Control Group, and effect size and Degree 
of Randomization, were +.0211 and +.0827, respectively. The 
same correlations for all Follow-Up Measures were, 
interestingly, much higher, +0.5876 and +0.5984. For these 
Follow-Up Measures, then, the better studies (according to 
these two criteria) produced relatively higher effect sizes. 
This finding does not coincide with the earlier finding that 
the correlation between Quality of Study and the magnitude 
of effect size for all Follow-Up Measures is -0.0742. These 
two variables (Type of Control Group and Degree of 
Randomization) primarily contribute to Selection as a threat 
to internal validity. Other threats to internal validity 
(e.g., History, Regression, and Attrition) seem to be 
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responsible for the majority of low Quality ratings applied 
to Follow-Up Measures. 
Program Participants 
The most interesting (although, not unexpected) finding 
from the breakdown by Program Participants was that the mean 
effect sizes are greater (+1.026) when couples take the STEP 
program together. The breakdown of Program Participants by 
Quality of Study (see Appendix I, Table 39) shows that all 
10 Immediate Measure effect sizes for couples were derived 
from studies that were rated as "poor." No Follow-Up 
Measure effect sizes were obtained for couple participants. 
When "mothers only" and mixed parent groups (a large 
majority of whom are normally mothers) were identified as 
the participants, the mean Immediate Measure effect sizes 
were +0.565 and +0.626, respectively . There was no 
discernable trend for the distribution of these effect sizes 
across Quality of Study. The Follow-Up Measure mean effect 
size for the mixed parent group remained at about the same 
level (+0.532); however, the mean effect size for Follow-Up 
Measures with the "mothers only" studies fell to -0.0786, 
indicating that the immediate positive effects of the STEP 
program were not maintained for even a relatively short 
period of time. 
Only one primary research study (Goldstein, 1990), 
yielding two effect sizes, involved children as participants 
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in the actual independent variable (the STEP program) along 
with their parents. These "children" were actually the 
adult primary care providers for their elderly (mean age= 
71 years) parents. The mean effect sizes for Immediate and 
Follow-Up Measures were -0.005 and +0.030, respectively. 
Both parents and children were administered a family life 
questionnaire pre-, posttreatment , and at a one-month 
follow - up. The program seemed to have no real effect on 
either the parents' or the children's perceptions of family 
life. 
The authors of the STEP program suggest that couples 
take the course together. The results of this meta-analysis 
tend to reinforce their belief that this participant 
arrangement increases the effectiveness of the parenting 
concepts taught by the program. 
Dependent Variables I: Parent 
or Child Measure 
The Immediate Measure mean effect sizes for parent 
measures and child measures were +0.6497 and +0.5745, 
respectively. Ninety-nine effect sizes were derived from 
parent measures and 51 effect sizes were derived from child 
measures. There appeared to be no differential effect of 
the STEP program on parents and children when all dependent 
measures are considered. A breakdown of parent and child 
measures by Quality of Study (see Appendix I, Table 40) 
shows no trend, with the effect sizes equally distributed 
across all levels of quality. 
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The Follow-Up Measures for child measures remained at 
approximately the same moderate level of effectiveness with 
a mean effect size of +0.4946. However, the Follow-Up 
Measures mean effect size for parent measures dropped to 
+0.2661. This suggests that most of the decrease in effect 
size over time is attributable to the parents' inability to 
maintain the changes that occurred and not the child's 
inability to maintain the changes. 
Dependent Variables II: Type of Measure 
Parent Measures 
It is evident from Tables 10 and 11 that the prevalent 
group of dependent measures for parents was attitude change, 
with 63 out of 99 Immediate Measure effect sizes and 10 out 
of 31 Follow-Up Measure effect sizes derived from these 
attitude-change measures. All of these measures of attitude 
(listed in Appendix E as Code 10) were self-report measures, 
and their mean effect sizes were +0.6235 for Immediate 
Measures and +0.4360 for Follow-Up Measures. Although 
changes in attitude may not be as important as changes in 
behavior, because of the researchers' focus on this area of 
change, this may be the only fruitful area for a realistic 
evaluation of the STEP program. 
By combining all of the effect sizes from behavioral 
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measures (parent self-measures, parents measured by the 
children, and parents measured by others), 14 Immediate 
Measure effect sizes and 2 Follow-Up Measure effect sizes 
were identified. The mean effect sizes were +0.820 and 
+0.595, respectively. There was a large discrepancy between 
the parents' behavioral changes as perceived by outside 
observers (usually some kind of behavioral rating form 
completed by trained observers) and changes perceived by 
their children. The small numbers of observations in each 
category, however, do not allow strong support for any 
conclusions regarding behavioral changes attributed to the 
STEP program. 
Other categories of dependent measures were poorly 
represented in this meta-analysis, especially when 
considering Follow-Up Measures. The limited numbers of 
available effect sizes for the other dependent measures 
suggest the following: (a) positive changes in parent-child 
interactions were not maintained at follow-up, (b) 
psychological functioning and family and marriage 
satisfaction were not immediately affected by the STEP 
program, and (c) self-concept in parents was only moderately 
affected by the program (mean effect size= +0.3475). 
Child Measures 
Two groups of Immediate Measure child measures were 
adequately represented in the meta-analysis. Child 
behavioral measures obtained from the parents contributed 26 
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effect sizes. Eighteen of these Immediate Measure effect 
sizes were obtained using the Adlerian Parental Assessment 
of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS). The mean effect size for 
all of the Immediate parent-assessed child behavioral 
measures was +0.6512. This drops to +0.3900 for Follow-Up 
Measures. The Immediate Measure mean effect size for the 
APACBS is +0.7922, which dropped to +0.5250 for Follow-Up 
Measures. The mean effect size for child behavioral 
measures as assessed by people other than parents (i.e., 
teachers and outside observers) was of the same magnitude 
(+0.6014) as the mean effect size for parent-assessed 
measures. 
Measures of the children's self-concept accounted for 
13 of the Immediate Measure effect sizes. The mean effect 
size for this group of dependent measures was +0.4200. For 
Follow-Up Measures the mean effect size rose slightly to 
+0.4600. 
Other groups of dependent child measures were not 
obtained in numbers suitable for drawing robust conclusions. 
The results, however, suggest that (a) children's 
psychological functioning may have benefitted, moderately, 
from their parents' participation in STEP and this moderate 
effect seems to be maintained over a short period of time, 
and (b) parent-child interactions, as perceived by the 
children, were not affected by the parents' participation in 
the STEP program. 
Correlations Between Continuous Independent 
Variables and Magnitude of Effect Sizes 
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This section forms the basis for a correlational 
investigation into the relationships between several 
continuous demographic variables and the magnitude of the 
effect sizes. The continuous independent variables that 
were included in the meta-analysis were Age of Parent(s) , 
Age of Child(ren), and the Education Level of the Parent(s) . 
The frequency distributions for these continuous variables 
are displayed in Figures 16 through 18 . Pairwise deletion 
was used to accommodate missing data in the correlational 
computations. Tables 12 and 13 provide the correlational 
matrices for all Immediate Measures (Table 12) and all 
Follow-Up Measures (Table 13). 
Tables 14 and 15 provide correlational matrices for all 
Immediate Measures broken down into parent measures (Table 
14) and child measures (Table 15). Tables 16 and 17 provide 
the same breakdown for Follow-Up Measures. 
As mentioned above, the most prevalent group of 
measures of program effectiveness in the parent education 
literature is measures of parent attitude change. Tables 18 
and 19 provide correlational matrices between the continuous 
independent variables (Age of Parent, Age of Child, and 
Education of Parent) and the effect sizes for only the 63 
Immediate Measures (Table 18) and 10 Follow-Up Measures 
(Table 19) of parent attitude change (coded 11 on the Coding 
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Table 12 
Correlational Matrix for continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Immediate Measures (N=150) 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Table 13 
1.0000 
(150) 
-0.2289 
( 5 9) 
1.0000 
(59) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.2181 
(112) 
0.9878 
( 4 0) 
1.0000 
( 112) 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Follow-up Measures (N=31) 
-0.4842 
( 51) 
0.5764 
( 51) 
0.3684 
( 3 8) 
1.0000 
( 51) 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
1. 0000 
( 31) 
-0.7725 
( 10) 
1.0000 
(10) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.1748 
( 24) 
0.9991 
(10) 
1.0000 
( 24) 
-0.6301 
( 8) 
1.0000 
( 8) 
1.0000 
( 8) 
1.0000 
( 8) 
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Table 14 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Immediate Parent Measures (N=99) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Table 15 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
( 9 9) 
-0.1934 
( 42) 
1.0000 
(42) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.2181 
( 6 8) 
0.9838 
( 26) 
1.0000 
( 6 8) 
-0.5105 
( 35) 
0.5762 
( 3 5) 
0.3292 
( 25) 
1.0000 
( 3 5) 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Immediate Child Measures (N=51) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
(51) 
-0.3038 
( 1 7) 
1.0000 
(17) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.2192 
(44) 
0.9921 
(14) 
1.0000 
(44) 
-0.4436 
(16) 
0.5905 
(16) 
0.4635 
(13) 
1.0000 
(16) 
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Table 16 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Follow-Up Parent Measures (N=18) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Table 17 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1. 0000 
( 18) 
-0.9919 
( 5) 
1 . 0000 
(5) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.1042 
(12) 
0 . 9991 
( 5) 
1 . 0000 
(12) 
-0.8085 
( 4) 
1 . 0000 
( 4) 
1.0000 
( 4) 
1.0000 
( 4) 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables 
and Effect Sizes - All Follow-Up Child Measures (N=13) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
(13) 
-0 . 7203 
(5) 
1 . 0000 
( 5) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.2739 
(12) 
0.9992 
(5) 
1.0000 
(12) 
-0 . 8652 
( 4) 
1.0000 
( 4) 
1.0000 
( 4) 
1.0000 
( 4) 
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Table 18 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and 
Effect Sizes - All Immediate Parent Attitude Measures (N=63) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Table 19 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
(63) 
-0.4826 
( 21) 
1.0000 
(21) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.2119 
( 4 7) 
0.9262 
(13) 
1.0000 
(47) 
-0.5545 
( 20) 
0.7439 
( 2 0) 
0.6580 
(13) 
1.0000 
( 2 0) 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and 
Effect Sizes - All Follow-Up Parent Attitude Measures (N=lO) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
( 10) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
(1) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.3433 
(5) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
(5) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
( 1) 
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Sheet) that were reported by the STEP researchers. 
No single group of measures of parent behavioral change 
garnered enough effect sizes for a meaningful analysis. 
However, two groups of measures contributed six Immediate 
Measure effect sizes each. Table 20 (Immediate Measures of 
parent behavior as reported by the child, coded 14 on the 
Coding Sheet) and Table 21 (Immediate Measures of parent 
behavior as reported by others, coded 15 on the Coding 
Sheet) provide the correlational matrices for the continuous 
independent variables and the magnitude of effect size for 
these groups of measures of parent behavioral change. 
Child behavioral changes, as reported by the parent 
(coded 23 on the Coding Sheet), contributed 26 immediate 
measure effect sizes. Table 22 presents a correlational 
matrix for Immediate Measures for effect sizes and the 
continuous demographic variables. 
Table 23 furnishes the correlations between magnitude 
of effect size and the continuous demographic variables for 
Immediate Measures of child self-concept (coded 22 on the 
Coding Sheet). 
Scatterplots for these continuous independent variables 
and effect sizes are provided in Figures 19 through 21 . 
Once again, the data were broken down into Immediate and 
Follow-Up effect sizes. Pairwise deletion was used to 
account for missing data. It should be mentioned again that 
the Goldstein (1990) study is excluded from these figures 
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Table 20 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and 
Effect Sizes - All Immediate Parent Behavioral Measures as 
Reported by the Child (N=6) 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
Effect Size 1.0000 -0 . 3139 0 . 9989 -0 . 7207 
(6) ( 6) ( 3) ( 6) 
Age/Parent 1.0000 0.9449 0.8593 
( 6) ( 3) ( 6) 
Age/Child 1 . 0000 0.1890 
(3) (3) 
Educ/Parent 1 . 0000 
( 6) 
Sample Size (N) 
Table 21 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and 
Effect Sizes - All Immediate Parent Behavioral Measures as 
Reported by Others (N=6) 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
( 6) 
-1. 0000 
(2) 
1.0000 
( 2) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.9959 
(5) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
(5) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
0.0000 
(1) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1 . 0000 
(1) 
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Table 22 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and 
Effect Sizes - All Immediate Child Behavioral Measures as 
Reported by Parents (N=26) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Table 23 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1 . 0000 
( 26) 
-0.2788 
(12) 
1.0000 
(12) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.3167 
( 2 0) 
0.9216 
(10) 
1 . 0000 
( 2 0) 
-0.3611 
(12) 
0.5000 
(12) 
0.2408 
( 10) 
1 . 0000 
(12) 
Correlational Matrix for Continuous Variables and Effect 
Sizes - All Immediate Child Measures of Self-Concept (N=l3) 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Effect Size Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
1.0000 
(13) 
1.0000 
(2) 
1.0000 
( 2) 
Sample Size (N) 
-0.1694 
(12) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
(12) 
1.0000 
( 2) 
1. 0000 
(2) 
0.0000 
( 1) 
1.0000 
(2) 
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Figure 19. Scatterplots for effect size by age of parents. 
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Immediate Measure Effect sizes 
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due to the extreme ages of the participants (parent mean 
age 71 years; child mean age= 41 years). Since these 
large ages are paired with very low effect sizes (-0.02 to 
+0.05), the inclusion of these data points would only have 
exaggerated the relatively high negative correlations that 
were found between Age of Parent/Age of Child and effect 
size. Scatterplots for two of the incremental discrete 
variables that were examined earlier are also displayed in 
Figure 22 (socioeconomic status) and Figure 23 (degree of 
child handicap). 
Analysis and Discussion of the Correlations Between 
Continuous Independent Variables and the 
Magnitude of Effect Size 
The relationships between the continuous independent 
variables (age of parent, age of child, and education of 
parent) and the magnitude of effect sizes are analyzed in 
this section. As in previous sections, the analysis is 
organized by independent variable with successive levels of 
analysis being conducted when applicable. As mentioned 
earlier, pairwise deletions were used in the correlational 
matrices to handle missing data. 
Age of Parent 
As Table 12 shows, the correlation between all 
Immediate Measures and effect sizes, for the 59 effect sizes 
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Immediate Measure Effect Sizes 
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that included the parents' ages, was -0.2289. This negative 
correlation increased to -0.7725 for the 10 effect sizes 
from Follow-Up Measures (Table 13). When broken down into 
parent and child measures (Tables 14-17), no large 
differences were found. Thus, the negative aspect of older 
parents participating in the STEP program seems to be 
equally prevalent for both parent measures and child 
measures. 
Since measures of parents' attitude change are the most 
common dependent variables used with education for parenting 
studies, the correlations for measures of parent attitude 
(coded 10 on the Coding Sheet) are broken out in Table 18 
(Immediate Measures) and Table 19 (Follow-Up Measures). Of 
the 63 Immediate Measure effect sizes for parent attitude, 
only 21 included information about the parents' ages and 
only 1 Follow-Up effect size included the parents' age. A 
moderate negative correlation of -0.4826 was found for 
Immediate Measures. 
Two measures of parent behavioral change were 
investigated and the results are presented in Tables 20 and 
21. Small sample sizes preclude any degree of confidence in 
the observed relationships between the magnitude of parental 
behavior change and the age of the parents. The 
correlations from these two tables suggest that positive 
changes in parent behavior, similar to positive changes in 
parent attitude, are less likely to occur as the age of the 
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parent participants in the STEP program increases. 
The two children's measures that appeared to have 
sufficient sample sizes for meaningful analysis were 
immediate child behavioral measures, as reported by their 
parents (coded 23 on the Coding Sheet), and immediate child 
measures of self-concept (coded 22 on the Coding Sheet). A 
correlation of -0.2788 was found between Age of Parent and 
the child behavioral measure (Table 22). Insufficient data 
were available (N=2) on the ages of parents to analyze the 
correlation between Age of Parent and the magnitude of 
changes in the child's self-concept. 
In general, as the age of parent participants in the 
STEP program increases, the positive changes in both 
attitudes and behaviors (for both parents and their 
children) tend to diminish. In other words, the results 
suggest that younger parents derive greater benefits from 
participation in the STEP program, for themselves and for 
their children, than older parents. Possible explanations 
and implications for this finding will be discussed below. 
The correlation between age of parent and socioeconomic 
status (SES) was found to be +0.47: As expected, older 
parents are more socially and financially secure. Thus, SES 
must be considered as a contributing variable to the strong 
negative correlation between effect size and the age of the 
parent participants. 
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Age of Child 
As expected (since age of child and age of parent are 
highly and positively correlated) the trend of low to 
moderate negative correlations was also found between 
magnitude of effect size and the age of the children 
involved in the studies. No difference was discerned in 
this trend between parent and child measures (Tables 12 -
17) . A breakout of the parent attitude measures in Tables 
18 and 19 suggests the same level of negative correlation 
between the ages of the children and magnitude of effect 
sizes derived from measures of change in parents' attitudes . 
Table 20 reports the correlation between age of child 
and effect sizes for parent behavioral measures, as reported 
by the children. The correlation was +0.9989, indicating 
that older children tended to report larger positive 
behavioral changes in their parents who have taken the STEP 
program than younger children. This high positive 
correlation is in direct contrast to the value from Table 21 
(-0.9959), which represents the correlation between age of 
child and effect sizes for parent behavioral measures as 
reported by others. Both sample sizes, however, are too 
small (N=3 and N=S) to provide support for any conclusions 
about the relationship between the ages of the children 
involved in the studies and the magnitude of effect sizes 
pertaining to parent behavioral measures in particular. 
Immediate child measures of behavior (reported by their 
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parents) and self-concept appeared to follow the trend 
demonstrated for all immediate child and parent measures. 
Moderate negative correlations are reported in Tables 22 and 
23 for these two groups of dependent measures. 
In general, as the ages of the children (whose parents 
are participating in the STEP program) increase, the 
effectiveness of the STEP program as it relates to both 
positive attitude and behavioral changes diminishes. 
Explanations and implications for these findings will be 
discussed below. 
Education of Parents 
For all Immediate Measures the correlation between the 
education level of the parent participants in the STEP 
program and the magnitude of effect size was -0.4842 (Table 
12). Fifty-one Immediate Measure effect sizes came from 
studies that included the education level of the parents 
with the mean education levels ranging from approximately 8 
years to approximately 14 years (see Figure 18 for the 
frequency distribution for All Measures combined). The 
negative correlation increased to -0.6301 for Follow-Up 
Measures, but only eight effect sizes are represented. 
The level of negative correlation was relatively 
consistent across Immediate parent measures (-0.5105) and 
Immediate child measures (-0.4436) as reported in Tables 14 
and 15. The same pattern continued for Follow-Up Measures 
139 
with a correlation of -0.8085 for parent measure effect 
sizes and a correlation of -0.8652 for child measure effect 
sizes in relation to the education level of the parents. 
Small sample sizes (N=4) again preclude any robust 
conclusions but this appears to be an area worthy of further 
investigation. 
For Immediate Measures of parent attitude change, the 
correlation between effect size and the education level of 
the parents was -0.5545 (Table 18) . Only one Follow-Up 
Measure effect size included the age of the parents, so no 
correlation coefficient is possible . Effect sizes from 
Immediate parent behavioral measures (as reported by the 
children) were again highly and negatively correlated with 
the education level of the parents ( - 0.7207 in Table 20) and 
a moderate negative correlation (-0.3611) was found between 
Immediate child behavioral measures (as reported by their 
parents) and the education level of the parents (Table 22). 
In general, higher educational levels for parent 
participants in the STEP program were correlated with lower 
effect sizes for both parent and child Immediate Measures of 
behavior and attitude. This relationship was even greater 
for Follow-Up Measures. Explanations and implications of 
this relationship are discussed below. 
General Conclusions from the First 
Level of Meta-Analysis 
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This section initially provides a summary of the 
conclusions regarding all of the independent, demographic, 
and program variables that were analyzed in the previous 
sections of this Results chapter. Each variable will be 
addressed separately with implications for its impact on the 
effectiveness of the STEP program. 
Following the summary of conclusions, the next level of 
meta-analysis is defined. Those variables that merited 
further investigation, based on the preliminary analysis 
just completed, are identified and objectives of the second 
level of analysis are delineated. 
Table 24 provides a summary of the conclusions based on 
the first level of analysis for all discrete and continuous 
independent variables. Since few differences were found 
between trends for Immediate and Follow-Up Measures (other 
than a general diminishing of effectiveness with the passage 
of time), the remarks under "Conclusions Regarding STEP" 
apply to both Immediate and Follow-Up Measures, unless 
otherwise specified. 
Implications for Further Analysis 
Four independent variables will be retained for further 
analysis based on the observed impact on the efficacy of the 
STEP program: (a) program participants, (b) age of 
Table 24 
Summary of Conclusions from First Level of Meta-Analysis 
Independent Variable Conclusions Regarding STEP 
Publication Group No effect. 
Socioeconomic Status 
Special Parent 
Characteristics 
Child Handicap 
Group Leader 
Type of Tapes 
Type of Control Group 
Degree of Randomization 
Program Participants 
Parent vs. Child 
Measures 
Most effective for lower-middle 
class. 
More effective with Drug-
addicted and Chicana parents 
(Mex. -American) . 
Most effective with parents of 
mild-handicapped children. 
No effect . 
No basis for comparison. 
No effect. 
No effect. 
Most effective with couples. 
Slightly more effective 
immediately with parents; more 
effective at follow-up with 
children. 
Comments 
Slightly favors journals. 
Based on eight studies; 
effect is quite strong. 
With only three studies, 
degree of confidence is 
not strong. 
Only four studies are 
represented. 
Supports STEP guidelines. 
No videotapes used. 
Coincides with 
conclusions for Quality 
of Study. 
Little confidence; only 
two studies were found. 
Although the difference 
is slight, enough data 
are analyzed to instill 
confidence in findings. 
(table continues) 
I-' 
,i,. 
I-' 
Independent Variable Conclusions Regarding STEP 
Type of Parent Measure Moderate positive effect on 
attitude change diminishing at 
follow-up; little data available 
on behavioral changes. 
Type of Child Measure 
Immediate vs. 
Follow-Up Measures 
Age of Parent(s) 
Age of Child(ren) 
Education of Parent(s) 
Moderate positive effects for 
Immediate parent-reported 
behavioral measures and 
self-esteem with diminished 
effect on behaviors at follow-up . 
General diminishing of 
effectiveness over time for all 
measures; too few follow-up 
measures with very short 
follow-up periods. 
Less effective with older 
parents. 
Less effective with older 
children. 
Less effective with more 
educated and poorly educated 
parents; most effective with 
parents with 10-12 years of 
education. 
Comments 
Parent attitude change 
is the most consistent 
and representative 
measure of efficacy. 
Enough studies are 
represented to instill 
confidence in these 
findings. 
This may represent the 
most severe criticism of 
both the STEP program 
and the quality of the 
research. 
Particularly true for 
attitude change. 
Small, but consistent 
negative correlations. 
Strong confidence based 
on substantial number of 
studies and effect sizes; 
possible curvilinear 
relationship. 
..... 
~ 
N 
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parent(s), (c) age of child(ren), and (d) education of 
parent(s). Several other variables (e.g., SES, special 
parent characteristics, and degree of child handicap) 
present interesting results that should be investigated with 
primary research that isolates and controls these variables. 
Small sample sizes, however, impede the further dissection 
of these data in the meta - analysis. 
In addition, further analysis will be limited to those 
effect sizes derived from immediate and follow-up measures 
of parent attitude change and immediate measures of child 
behavioral change (as reported by the parents) and 
self-concept. These measures are the only ones that are 
represented by sufficiently large numbers of effect sizes to 
facilitate further dissection of the data in pursuit of 
defensible conclusions regarding the impact that different 
levels and magnitudes of these independent variables have on 
the efficacy of the STEP program. 
The questions that are addressed by this second level 
of meta-analysis are 
1. Do couples who participate in the STEP program 
produce larger positive effect sizes for measures of parent 
attitude than mothers or mixed parents regardless of the age 
and education levels of the parents or the age of their 
children? Unfortunately, no primary researchers 
investigated the effects of participation in the STEP 
program by fathers alone. 
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2. Do the children of these couples produce larger 
positive effect sizes for measures of parent-reported child 
behavior and child self-concept than mothers or mixed 
parents regardless of the age and education of the parents 
or the age of the children? 
3. How do the age of the parent participants in the 
STEP program, the education level of the parent 
participants, and the age of the children of the parent 
participants impact the Immediate Measure effect sizes for 
specific parent attitudes (Confidence, Causation, 
Acceptance , Understanding, and Trust), as measured by 
Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey (PAS)? 
4. How do the age of the parent participants in the 
STEP program, the education level of the parent 
participants, and the age of the children of the parent 
participants impact the Immediate Measure effect sizes for 
child behavioral changes as reported by the parents? 
Second Level of Meta-Analysis 
As indicated in the previous section, certain variables 
were identified for further analysis. The four research 
questions that arose from the initial level of meta-analysis 
will be addressed in this section. 
Research Question #1: 
Do couples who participate in the STEP program produce 
larger positive effect sizes for measures of parent 
145 
attitude than mothers or mixed parents regardless of 
the age and education levels of the parents or the age 
of their children? 
Research Question #2: 
Do the children of these couples produce larger 
positive effect sizes for measures of parent-reported 
child behavior and child self-concept than mothers or 
mixed parents regardless of the age and education of 
the parents or the age of the children? 
Figures 24, 25 , and 26 portray the mean effect sizes 
(and 95% confidence intervals) broken down by Program 
Participant . 
effect sizes. 
effect sizes. 
Figure 24 includes all Immediate Measure 
Figure 25 includes only parent attitude 
Figure 26 includes only (parent - reported) 
child behavior measure effect sizes. As suggested above, 
the effect sizes for couples, who participated in the STEP 
program together, are higher for each breakdown of the data. 
The small number of effect sizes that comprise the specific 
dependent measures dictates caution in the interpretation of 
these results. 
In studies that involved couples as participants in the 
STEP program, no information was reported about either the 
ages or educational levels of the parents. The mean ages of 
the children were reported for six effect sizes . Two of the 
effect sizes were derived from parent attitude measures and 
two of the effect sizes were derived from parent-reported 
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Figure 24. Means and confidence intervals for effect size by 
program participant - all immediate measures. 
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program participant - parent attitude measures. 
....... 
a., 
......... 
..0 
(1J 
....... 
148 
Means and 95% Confidence Intervals 
PROGPART:Coup 1-----------+----------I (n=2> 
PROGPART:Moth 1----4---~1 (n=9> 
PROGPART: P.ire 
0.0 0 .5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 
Effect Size 
Figure 26. Means and confidence intervals for effect size by 
program participant - child behavior. 
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child behavioral measures. Table 25 gives the breakdown of 
mean ages of the children by program participant. The mean 
children's age for effect sizes from studies involving 
couples was 4.0 years. This compares with 7.21 years for 
studies involving mothers and 8.71 years for studies 
involving mixed parents. 
The standard deviation for mean children's ages for 
couples is zero, indicating that all values were at the mean 
age of 4 years. The same pattern was evident when the data 
were broken down into parent attitude measures and child 
behavior measures . No effect sizes were obtained using 
measures of child self-concept in studies involving couples. 
In summary, we have no available data to address the 
issues of program effectiveness for couples across different 
ages and education levels of the parents. The limited data 
do suggest that the couples who tended to benefit more from 
their participation in the STEP program also tended to have 
younger children than the other groups of participants. 
Since our analysis has already suggested that all 
participants with younger children tend to derive greater 
benefits from the program, using STEP with couples with 
young children would appear to be doubly beneficial. 
Research Question #3: 
How do the age of the parent participants in the STEP 
program, the education level of the parent 
participants, and the age of the children of the parent 
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Table 25 
Group Means of Children's Age by Program Participant 
Program Participants Mean Age of Child SD N 
(in years) 
Mothers 7.208 1.94 24 
Couples 4.000 0.00 6 
Mixed Parents 8.706 2.16 102 
*Parent and Child 41.000 0.00 4 
* from Goldstein (1990); see notes in text. 
participants impact the Immediate Measure effect sizes 
for specific parent attitudes (Confidence, Causation, 
Acceptance, Understanding, and Trust), as measured by 
Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey (PAS)? 
A description of the five scales of Hereford's Parent 
Attitude Survey can be found in Appendix K. 
Table 26 presents a breakdown of Immediate Measure mean 
effect sizes for the five scales of the PAS by Quality of 
Study. The Row Total in the last column of this table 
provides the Immediate Measure mean effect sizes for each 
scale of the PAS. 
In Table 27 the correlations between the magnitude of 
Immediate Measure effect sizes and the three continuous 
variables under investigation are broken down for the five 
scales of the PAS. 
Considering all levels of Quality of Study, the mean 
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Table 26 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study and 
Scales of the PAS for Immediate Measures 
Overall Quality of Study Row 
PAS Scale Very Poor Poor Fair Good Total 
Confidence 0.190 0.412 0.317 0.210 0.336 
(1) ( 6) ( 3) (2) (12) 
Causation - - - - - 0.393 0.377 -0.245 0.228 
( 3) ( 3) ( 2) ( 8) 
Acceptance - - - - - 0.483 0 . 603 1.495 0.781 
( 3) ( 3) ( 2) ( 8) 
Understanding - - - - - 0.663 0.447 0 . 550 0.584 
( 6) ( 3) ( 2) ( 11) 
Trust 0.770 0.940 0.593 1.280 0.881 
(1) ( 3) ( 3) ( 2) ( 9) 
Sam12le Size (N) 
Table 27 
Correlational Analysis of Effect Size and Continuous 
Inde12endent Variables for Each Scale of the PAS 
Correlation with Effect Size 
PAS Scale Age/Parent Age/Child Educ/Parent 
Confidence -0.9721 -0.2234 -0.6243 
( 4) ( 10) ( 4) 
Causation -1.0000 0.0702 -1.0000 
(2) ( 6) (2) 
Acceptance -1. 0000 0.1045 -1. 0000 
(2) ( 6) ( 2) 
Understanding -0.3376 -0.5295 0.3544 
( 4) (9) ( 4) 
Trust -1.0000 -0.6280 -1. 0000 
(2) (7) (2) 
Sam12le Size (N) 
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effect sizes for both the Acceptance and Trust scales of the 
PAS were substantial. These large effect sizes were 
prevalent in the studies that were judged to be of "good" 
quality. The moderate mean effect size for the 
Understanding scale of the PAS was consistent across all 
levels of quality. 
Although sample sizes were small, there appear to be 
strong-to-moderate negative correlations between the 
magnitude of Immediate Measure effect sizes and all three of 
the demographic variables for each of the five scales of the 
PAS. This relationship was most evident as it related to 
the ages and education levels of the parents. The exception 
was a moderate (+0.3544) positive correlation between effect 
size and the education level of the parents for the 
Understanding scale of the PAS . 
In general, as the ages and education levels of the 
parent participants increased and the ages of their children 
increased, the attitude changes, as measured by Hereford's 
PAS, diminished. This finding follows the general trend for 
all Immediate Measures and supports the previous conclusion 
that the STEP program is most beneficial to younger parents 
with younger children and lower levels of education. 
A substantial portion of this effect could be due to 
the fact that the older, more educated parents obtain much 
higher pretest scores than their fellow STEP participants 
who are younger and less well educated. This "ceiling 
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effect'' could account for the decrease in effect sizes for 
the older, more educated parents. Even were this to be 
true, the conclusions regarding the utility of the STEP 
program would still retain their validity. 
Regression Analysis 
Prediction models were formulated using the three 
demographic variables (age of parents, age of children, and 
education level of parents) that correlated highly with the 
magnitude of effect size. 
Tables 28 - 34 present the multiple regression analysis 
and the raw score regression equations for predicting effect 
sizes for different values of the dependent measure. The 
prediction equations begin by predicting effect sizes for 
all dependent measures . The data were then broken down into 
Immediate and Follow-Up Measures, further broken down into 
parent Immediate Measures and child Immediate Measures, and 
finally into Immediate parent attitude measures and 
Immediate parent-reported child behavior measures. 
NOTE: For Tables 28 - 34 the predictor variables in the 
regression equations are 
X1 Age of Parent 
X2 = Age of Child 
X3 Education of Parent 
and, Y = Predicted Effect Size 
The results of the analysis of all of the raw-score 
prediction equations reveal that the most reliable 
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Table 28 
Regression Analysis for All Dependent Measures Using Three 
Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.5047 R Square 
Adjusted R-Square 0.2014 Standard Error 
Regression 
Residual 
Variable 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Constant 
Variable 
Effect Size 
Age/Parent 
Age/Child 
Educ/Parent 
Raw Score 
DF 
3 
42 
Beta 
-0.180 
0.000 
-0.371 
R 
SS 
3.4885 
10.2093 
B 
-0.032 
0.000 
-0.108 
2.970 
1.0000 
MS 
1.1628 
0.2431 
St Err 
0.072 
0.069 
0.056 
1.516 
Mean 
0.5178 
-0.4148 34.2826 
-0.3223 9.2826 
-0.4850 12.4565 
F 
4.784 
t 
-0.451 
0.000 
-1.944 
1.959 
St Dev 
0.5457 
3.0479 
2.7080 
1.8732 
0.2547 
0.4930 
p 
.0061 
p 
.659 
.056 
.054 
N 
46 
46 
46 
46 
Prediction Equation: Y -0.032X 1 +O.OOOX2 -0.108X 3 + 2.970 
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Table 29 
Regression Analysis for All Immediate Dependent Measures 
Using Three Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.5104 R Square 0.2605 
Adjusted R-Square 0.1952 Standard Error 0 . 5393 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 3 . 4833 1.1611 3 . 993 . 0153 
Residual 34 9 . 8896 0.2909 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent -0.182 - 0 . 034 0.085 -0.405 .690 
Age/Child -0.011 -0.002 0.084 -0.028 . 976 
Educ/Parent - 0.375 - 0 . 115 0.063 - 1.834 .072 
Constant 3 . 142 1.818 1.728 .090 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1.0000 0.5253 0.5932 38 
Age/Parent -0.4107 34 . 1053 3.1354 38 
Age/Child -0.3167 8.9474 2.7905 38 
Educ/Parent -0.4854 12.3684 1.9388 38 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y = -0.034X 1 -0.002X 2 -0.115X 3 + 3.142 
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Table 30 
Regression Analysis for All Follow-Up Dependent Measures 
Using Three Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.6301 R Square 0.3970 
Adjusted R-Square -0.0552 Standard Error 0.2171 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 0.1242 0.0414 0.878 .5242 
Residual 4 0.1886 0.0471 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent 0.000 0.000 0.032 0.000 
Age/Child -0.630 -0.086 0.000 -1203250 .000 
Educ/Parent 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Constant 1.415 2.011 0.704 .524 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1.0000 0.4825 0.1977 8 
Age/Parent -0.6301 35.1250 2.4206 8 
Age/Child -0.6301 10.8750 1.4524 8 
Educ/Parent -0.6301 12.8750 1.4524 8 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y O.OOOX1 -0.086X 2 +O.OOOX3 + 1.415 
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Table 31 
Regression Analysis for All Immediate Dependent Measures for 
Parents Using Three Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.5181 R Square 0.2684 
Adjusted R-Square 0.1639 Standard Error 0.6112 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 2.8781 0.9594 2.568 .0808 
Residual 21 7.8456 0.3736 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent -0.072 -0.016 0.127 -0.126 .896 
Age/Child -0.155 -0.041 0.126 -0.325 .747 
Educ/Parent -0.383 -0.123 0.091 -1.355 .187 
Constant 3.052 2.635 1.158 .259 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1.0000 0.6132 0.6549 25 
Age/Parent -0.4433 34.2000 2.9257 25 
Age/Child -0.3450 9.0400 2.4897 25 
Educ/Parent -0.4776 12.3200 2.0341 25 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y = -0.016X 1 -0.041X 2 -0.123X 3 + 3.052 
158 
Table 32 
Regression Analysis for All Immediate Dependent Measures for 
Children Using Three Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.5874 R Square 0.3451 
Adjusted R-Square 0.1268 Standard Error 0.3894 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 0 . 7192 0.2397 1.581 .2606 
Residual 9 1.3649 0 . 1517 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent -0.444 -0.051 0.096 -0.528 .615 
Age/Child 0 . 228 0.028 0.096 0.291 . 774 
Educ/Parent - 0.409 - 0.094 0.077 -1 . 222 .252 
Constant 3.013 2.242 1.344 .210 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1. 0000 0.3562 0.4004 13 
Age/Parent -0.4618 33.9231 3.4964 13 
Age/Child -0.3773 8.7692 3.2853 13 
Educ/Parent -0.5526 12.4615 1.7372 13 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y -0.051X 1 +0.028X 2 -0.094X 3 + 3.013 
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Table 33 
Regression Analysis for All Immediate Dependent Measures for 
Parent Attitudes Using Three Demographic Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.8385 R Square 0.7031 
Adjusted R-Square 0.6041 Standard Error 0.2551 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 1.3866 0 . 4622 7 . 105 . 0098 
Residua l 9 0.5855 0 . 0651 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent -0.936 -0.139 0.097 - 1.433 .184 
Age/Child - 0.224 -0.067 0.155 - 0.432 . 678 
Educ/Parent 0.457 0.099 0 . 071 1. 399 .193 
Constant 4.577 1 . 602 2 . 857 .018 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1.0000 0 . 4423 0.3895 13 
Age/Parent -0.7770 34.6154 2.6176 13 
Age/Child -0.7895 9.0000 1.3009 13 
Educ/Parent -0.4395 13.0000 1.7974 13 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y -0.139X 1 -0.067X 2 +0.099X 3 + 4.577 
160 
Table 34 
Regression Analysis for All Immediate Dependent Measures for 
Parent-Reported Children's Behavior Using Three Demographic 
Predictor Variables 
Multiple R 0.5294 R Square 0.2802 
Adjusted R-Square -0.0796 Standard Error 0.4734 
DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 0.5235 0.1745 0.779 .5488 
Residual 6 1.3447 0.2241 
Variable Beta B St Err t p 
Age/Parent -0.414 -0.051 0.130 -0.391 .709 
Age/Child 0.204 0.028 0.137 0.206 .837 
Educ/Parent -0.362 -0.093 0.109 -0.856 .571 
Constant 2.999 2.786 1.077 .324 
Variable R Mean St Dev N 
Effect Size 1.0000 0.3800 0.4322 10 
Age/Parent -0.3789 33.7000 3.5228 10 
Age/Child -0.2630 8.6000 3.1048 10 
Educ/Parent -0.4887 12.4000 1.6852 10 
Raw Score 
Prediction Equation: Y -0.051X 1 +0.028X 2 -0.093X 3 + 2.999 
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prediction (R2 = .7031, 2 = .0098) is for Immediate Measures 
of parent attitude change using the three demographic 
predictor variables: age of parent(s), age of child(ren), 
and educational level of the parent(s). However, the 
probabilities are also <.05 that R2 ~ O for predictions of 
effect sizes for all dependent measures and for all 
immediate dependent measures . 
Listwise deletion was used for the regression analysis 
to account for missing data. The inclusion of larger sample 
sizes, facilitated by the reporting of complete demographic 
information by primary researchers, will provide future 
consumers of the STEP program with even more reliable 
prediction models related to the efficacy of this program. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS, DELIMITATIONS, AND PROPOSALS 
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
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This concluding chapter provides an overview of the 
purpose of the study, enumerates and discusses the major 
conclusions from the study, considers the delimitations of 
this review, and proposes areas for future research into the 
efficacy of the STEP program and other education for 
parenting programs . 
Overview of Study Purposes 
The purpose of this study was provided at the end of 
Chapter III and is restated here. 
The results of these analyses will be used to: (a) 
formulate answers to the questions posed in the introductory 
chapters of this study; (b) construct regression equations 
that can be used to predict the success of the STEP program 
in changing attitudes and behaviors for specific subsets of 
the population; and (c) suggest areas for future primary 
research in education for parenting and, specifically, for 
the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting program. 
The research questions referred to in the preceding 
paragraph are 
1. Is the STEP program effective in facilitating 
significant beneficial and enduring changes in: 
(a) the behaviors of parent participants? 
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(b) the attitudes of the parent participants? 
(c) the behaviors of the children of the parent 
participants? 
(d) the attitudes of the children of the parent 
participants? 
( e) the self-concept of either the parent participants 
or their children? 
(f) the psychological functioning of either the parent 
participants or their ch i ldren? 
(g) the family environment and/or functioning in the 
homes of the participants? 
(h) the parent/child interaction in the families of 
participants? 
2 . What demographic variables related to both the 
parent participants and their children interact with the 
effectiveness of the STEP program? 
3. What program variables (e.g., leadership, 
participants, type of materials) interact with the 
effectiveness of the STEP program? 
Major Conclusions 
In general, the mean effect sizes for all parent and 
child measures were only moderate. Any positive behavioral 
or attitudinal changes that immediately follow participation 
in the STEP program quickly dissipated over time. 
Specifically, the following conclusions (or lack thereof) 
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have emerged from the layers of meta-analysis applied to the 
40 selected studies which addressed the efficacy of the STEP 
program . 
1. Too few measures of behavioral changes in the 
parents were obtained in the studies that were reviewed to 
form the basis of a reliable conclusion. The 14 Immediate 
Measure effect sizes for all measures of parent behavioral 
change had a mean of +0 . 82. The mean effect size diminished 
to +0.60 over time (an average of just under 2.5 months). 
The results suggest that participation in the STEP program 
does correlate with substantial positive behavioral changes 
but that these changes begin to evanesce with the passage of 
time. 
2. Moderate positive changes in parents' attitudes were 
also evident from the results . Once again, the effect sizes 
diminished over time (from +0.62 to +0.44) . Measures of 
parent attitude represent the majority of the dependent 
measures in this review and, as such, can be viewed as the 
most reliable indicator of the efficacy of the STEP program. 
3. Moderate mean effect sizes were obtained for 
measures of children's behavioral change. Although 
supported by few effect sizes, the effects did not appear to 
diminish as rapidly as other measures. For all child 
measures of behavioral change, the mean effect size 
diminished from +0.64 immediately following the intervention 
to +0.49 at follow-up. These moderate behavioral changes 
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were evident whether the measures were reported by the 
child's parents or another observer (usually a teacher or a 
research associate). 
4. No measures of children's attitude change were 
available for analysis. 
5. Few effect sizes were obtained on measures of self-
concept. For parent measures (Immediate Measures only) the 
mean effect size was only +0.3475 (N=4). Thirteen Immediate 
Measure and three Follow-up Measure effect sizes were 
obtained for changes in self-concept for children. The mean 
effect size actually increased from +0.4200 to +0.4600 from 
posttest to follow-up. Although the effect of the STEP 
program on children's self-concept appeared to be moderate, 
small changes in this construct may be significant as a 
child's self-concept affects many other aspects of life. 
6. The STEP program appeared to have no impact on the 
psychological functioning of the parent participants. Only 
five Immediate Measure effect sizes and one Follow-Up 
Measure effect size were obtained for this group of 
dependent measures, with the mean effect size diminishing 
from +0.1580 to -0.200 over time. Although too few effect 
sizes were obtained for a definitive conclusion, the data 
suggest that the parents' participation in the STEP program 
may have had a substantial impact on their child's 
psychological functioning. As disclosed in Table 7, these 
measures typically assess personality variables, anxiety 
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levels, and perceptions of locus of control. Similar to 
measures of self-concept, the mean effect sizes for these 
children's psychological functioning actually increased from 
+0.6800 (N=4) to +0.7800 (N=2) from posttest to follow-up. 
7. Family environment and marital relations were not 
enhanced by the parents' participation in the STEP program. 
While only five Immediate Measure effect sizes were obtained 
for this group of dependent variables, the mean effect size 
was only +0.0920 . No Follow-Up Measures were obtained. 
8. Measures of Parent/Child (P/C) interaction presented 
an interesting result. Only two Immediate Measures of P/C 
interaction and four Follow-Up Measures of P/C interaction 
were obtained from parents. The mean effect size for this 
group of dependent measures fell from +0.7450 to +0.0400 
from posttest to follow-up. When children were asked to 
assess these same P/C interactions, they reported no changes 
either at posttest (ES= -0.0200) or at follow-up 
(ES= 0.0500). This children's result is derived, however, 
from only one effect size. The difference in the parents' 
and children's perceptions of their interactions might be 
worthy of further inquiry. 
9 . Several variables were found to have a significant 
impact on the effectiveness of the STEP program. As 
expected, couples participating together contributed higher 
Immediate Measure effect sizes than mothers who participated 
by themselves or mixed parent groups. (It should be noted 
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that these mixed parent groups were typically composed of a 
large majority of mothers, some couples, and a few fathers, 
who may have gotten lost on the way to the ballpark.) No 
Follow-Up Measure effect sizes were available from studies 
that specifically used couples as participants and only 10 
effect sizes were used to obtain an Immediate Measure mean 
effect size of +1.0260. A further breakdown of the program 
participant data revealed that, when the data were reported, 
couples in the STEP program tended to have younger children 
than either mothers alone or mixed-parent groups. This 
finding supports the next set of conclusions. 
10. In general, the increase in age of the parents 
participating in the STEP program, the increase in age of 
their children (usually a target child specified at the 
beginning of a study), and the increased educational level 
of the parent(s) all impacted negatively on the 
effectiveness of the program. These relatively high 
negative correlations were particularly prominent for 
measures of parent attitude change. The regression analyses 
reported at the end of Chapter IV suggest that, given the 
values of these three demographic variables, reasonably 
accurate predictions can be made regarding the expected 
effect sizes for all dependent measures, or for all 
Immediate dependent measures, or for all Immediate dependent 
measures of parent attitude change. 
11. The authors of the STEP program suggest that 
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nonprofessional group facilitators be employed because 
professional psychologists and other professionals in the 
helping and counseling occupations might tend to dominate 
the group and shape the curriculum with their own views 
rather than allowing the STEP materials to prevail. The 
majority of the effect sizes (85 of 150 Immediate Measure 
effect sizes and 22 of 31 Follow-Up Measure effect sizes) 
came from studies where professional group leaders were used 
(refer to the Conventions Manual in Appendix D for the 
description of "professional"). The Immediate Measure mean 
effect sizes for all dependent measures in groups with 
professional leaders were slightly lower than for groups 
with nonprofessional leaders (+0.6691 and +0.7686, 
respectively) . These results support the STEP authors' 
(Dinkmeyer and McKay's) contention that professional group 
leaders are not necessary for the STEP program to be 
effective. 
Forty-four Immediate Measure effect sizes and nine 
Follow-Up Measure effect sizes were derived from studies 
where the investigator failed to describe the group 
leader(s). The respective mean effect sizes were +0.4723 
and -0.0544. It would be interesting to learn about these 
group leaders to see if they differed from the described 
group leaders and whether or not some quality or training 
that they lacked may have contributed to the lower effect 
sizes. 
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Delimitations of the Study 
Some of the major limitations of meta-analysis as a 
review strategy were discussed in Chapter II. Briefly, they 
include the following: 
1. The inclusion of poor quality studies in the 
analysis may systematically bias the conclusions. 
2. The inclusion of multiple effect sizes from single 
studies gives more weight to some studies (possibly poor 
quality studies) than others. 
Some limitations that are specific to this particular 
meta-analytical review include the following : 
1 . Much of the data came from studies that were judged 
to have serious methodological weaknesses. Fully 65% of the 
Immediate Measure effect sizes and 61% of the Follow-Up 
Measure effect sizes came from studies that were given an 
overall quality rating of "poor" and "very poor . " This 
adversely impacts the credibility of the conclusions. 
2. The administration of the primary independent 
variable, the STEP program, was not consistent across all 
studies. Most researchers administered the program in the 
standard 9 weeks while others cut the program down to 6 
weeks (Krieg, 1985; Summerlin, 1978; Wantz & Recor, 1984; 
Winans, 1982) or 8 weeks (Jackson, 1982; Sellick, 1979) or 
as little as 4 weeks (Goldstein, 1990). In other instances 
(de Sherbinin, 1981; Sellick, 1979; Wilmes-Reitz, 1983) 
other materials were included in the parent education 
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program. 
3. High attrition rates for many studies (e.g., 
LaFountain, 1987; Larrivee, 1982) are not addressed. The 
differences between those who complete the program and those 
who drop out may be significant. 
4. The studies that comprise the sample cover the 
period from 1976 through 1990 with 29 of the 40 studies 
being completed more than 10 years ago. Social environments 
and family structures are changing rapidly during this final 
decade of the twentieth century. Some caution must be 
exercised in assuming the temporal generalizability of the 
conclusions reached by this study. 
5. Some rather interesting conclusions have been 
prompted by the analysis of very few data points. For 
example, the conclusion that the magnitude of effect size 
for parent behavioral measures is negatively correlated to 
the ages of the children of the parent participants is 
derived from only five effect sizes. More than providing 
confidence in the validity of these conclusions, such poorly 
supported results should be used to guide future research . 
Significance and Implications 
for Future Research 
The anticipated significance of this meta-analytical 
review of the efficacy of the STEP parent education program 
was stated at the end of Chapter I. These areas of 
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significance are reiterated and addressed in this final 
section, followed by some major implications for needed 
research in the area of education for parenting and, in 
particular, the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting 
program. 
Significance of the Study 
This meta-analytical review of the literature on the 
efficacy of the STEP program was needed for several reasons: 
1 . The study has provided a sytematic body of evidence 
that addressed the issue of the efficacy of this popular 
education for parenting program in many important areas. 
2. The study exposed needed areas of research into the 
effectiveness of the STEP program. 
3. The study provided clinicians and other consumers of 
the STEP program with information regarding the types of 
parent and/or child populations who benefit the most and the 
least from this program. 
4 . The study provided a prototype for future 
investigations into the efficacy of other education for 
parenting programs. 
Forty primary research studies were analyzed which 
addressed the efficacy of the Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting (STEP) program with different 
populations, under different conditions, and with varying 
degrees of methodological validity. The integrated body of 
knowledge that emerged from the meta - analysis provides 
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important insights into the relationships between certain 
demographic and program variables and the effectiveness of 
the program in facilitating positive changes in a variety of 
dependent measures. For example, in an attempt to maximize 
the potential positive changes in parent attitudes 
(especially attitudes of acceptance and trust, as defined by 
Hereford, 1963), a STEP group facilitator would want to 
recruit young couples without any college education with 
young children . 
This finding certainly does not defy logic . Couples 
learning the lessons of STEP together are more likely to 
agree on their utility and more likely to put these "tools" 
to use in their home . Since the behaviors of younger 
children are more easily influenced by their parents than 
the behaviors of older children, it would be expected that 
parents with these younger children, using the principles of 
the STEP program, should facilitate greater positive 
behavioral changes in their children. Taken to its logical 
conclusion, this observation should prompt the proliferation 
of parent education courses for "expecting" parents. 
This review has exposed not only needed areas of 
research that are discussed below, but the underlying 
methodological weaknesses in education for parenting primary 
research that makes any definitive conclusions regarding the 
value of such programs difficult to defend. Several areas 
of weakness need to be addressed by future researchers and 
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future reviewers in this field: (a) the lack of consistent 
documentation and/or reporting of demographic variables, (b) 
the lack of consistent documented presentation of the 
independent variable (the parent education program), (c) the 
need for more and extended follow-up measures to more 
accurately assess the longevity of effects, (d) the need to 
provide for adequate controls and randomization to satisfy 
the assumptions of statistical inference, (e) the need to 
address the high attrition rates for many of these studies 
(i.e., whether or not important differences are found 
between those parents who drop out and those who complete 
the program), and (f) the need to gather data from more 
recent exposures to the STEP program in light of rapidly 
changing family structures and environments . 
Clinicians who have an opportunity to recommend one of 
several methods and programs of parent education to their 
clients have been provided with information about the 
selective efficacy of the STEP program. 
Although the STEP program suffered most from inadequate 
exposure to systematic review and analysis, other popular 
programs of education for parenting would benefit from this 
meta-analytical approach to program effectiveness . These 
other programs may be found to be more effective with 
different populations than were identified by this study and 
may also be found to facilitate different changes than were 
endemic to the STEP program. 
Educational Significance of 
the STEP Program 
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The usual expenditure of time in order to participate 
in the STEP program amounts to approximately 18-20 hours in 
group meetings and an expectation of many more hours between 
meetings reading the "Parent's Manual" and completing 
assignments. The fee for taking the program depends on the 
facilitator and can range from free to any amount the 
facilitator decides to charge . The "Parent ' s Manual" costs 
approximately $10 . 00 and the STEP kit, with videotapes, 
costs about $200.00. 
It is this researcher's opinion that the modest, 
temporary changes in attitude and behavior may not justify 
the rather large expenditures of both time and money 
required by the STEP program. Perhaps more lasting positive 
effects could be realized by including refresher courses, 
monthly "alumni" meetings, and some tailoring of course 
materials to specific audiences . 
Implications for Future Research 
Previous sections have been used to discuss some needed 
areas of research that have arisen from the analysis . These 
will be summarized in this section and suggestions for 
future directions of education for parenting and its 
evaluation will be proffered. 
1. The relationships that were exposed between 
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magnitude of effect size and certain demographic variables 
(age of parent participants, age of children, and the 
education level of the parents) should be tested through 
controlled studies. 
2. The possibility of a ceiling effect resulting in 
lower effect sizes for older, better educated parents should 
be investigated. 
3. Only two studies (Catania, 1985; Moline, 1979) used 
nonvolunteer subjects in their studies. These researchers 
presented the STEP program to drug - addicted parents 
(Catania) and abusive parents (Moline). Dropping out of the 
program was not an option for these subjects . The Immediate 
Measure study mean effect sizes were +1.06 (Catania, 1985) 
and +1.19 (Moline, 1979). These are considerably higher 
than the Immediate Measure mean effect sizes for all 
studies. An investigation of volunteer versus nonvolunteer 
subjects would seem appropriate. 
4 . Specific studies need to be designed to address the 
differences found among the different participant groups in 
the STEP program. Do couples benefit more from the program 
when other variables are controlled? 
5. Studies need to be designed with much longer follow-
up periods. An average follow-up period of 2.5 months, 
while practical, offers little insight into the long-term 
benefits of the STEP program. What information we do have 
suggests that the moderate positive effects that are 
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demonstrated by the parent participants and their children 
dissipate very quickly over time. If this is, indeed, the 
state of affairs, then vast amounts of time, money, and 
human resources are being squandered on this, and perhaps 
other, education for parenting programs which offer little 
long-term assistance for this most important task. Perhaps 
refresher courses (Schultz, 1985) and longer-term parent 
education courses need to be devised and evaluated as an 
adjunct to the current offerings . 
6 . Finally, if Hawkins (1971, 1974) is correct in 
advocating mandatory Universal Parenthood Training, 
researchers (and politicians) need to be about the business 
of making these programs (a) more effective for longer 
periods of time, (b) more responsive to the needs of 
different groups of parents, and (c) more available to all 
groups of parents, particularly younger parents. This 
author believes that education for parenting should begin in 
the middle schools and continue throughout l i fe with equal 
exposure for both sexes. 
If children are deserving of adequate, responsible, 
and informed parenting, we, as parents and researchers must 
adopt the philosophy of "The Prophet": 
Your children are not your children. 
They are the sons and daughters of 
life's longing for itself. 
They come through you but not from you, 
And though they are with you 
yet they belong not to you. 
You may give them your love 
but not your thoughts, 
For they have their own thoughts. 
You may house their bodies but not their souls, 
For their souls dwell in the house of tomorrow, 
which you cannot visit, not even in your dreams. 
You may strive to be like them, but seek not to 
make them like you. 
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For life goes not backward nor tarries with yesterday. 
You are the bows from which your children as 
living arrows are sent forth. 
The archer sees the mark upon the path of the infinite, 
and He bends you with his might that his arrows 
may go swift and far. 
Let your bending in the archer's hand be for gladness, 
For even as he loves the arrow that flies, 
so he loves also the bow that is stable. 
"The Prophet" 
Kahil Gibran 
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CHART IA 
The Goals of Misbehavior 
Child's Faulty Child's Parent's Feeling Child's Response Alternatives 
Belief Goal* and Reaction to Parent's Attempts for Parents 
at Correction 
I belong only Attention Feeling : 'Jemporarily stops Ignore misbehavior when possible. 
when I am Annoyed misbehavior . Later Give attention for positive behavior 
being noticed Reaction: resumes same behavior when child is not making a bid for 
or served . Tendency to remind or disturbs in another it. Avoid undue service . Realize that 
and coax way. reminding, punishing, rewarding, coax-
ing, and service are undue attention . 
.. - ... 
I belong only Power Feeling : Active- or passive- Withdraw from conflict. Help child 
when I am in Angry; provoked ; as aggressive misbehavior see how to use power constructively 
control or am if one's authority is is intensified, or child by appealing for child 's help and 
boss , or when threatened submits with "defiant enlisting COOQ!:ration. Realize that 
I am proving Reaction : compliance ." fighting or giving m only increases 
no one can Tendency to fight or child's desire for power . 
boss me ! to give in 
I belong only Revenge Feeling: Seeks further revenge Avoid feeling hurt . Avoid punish-
by hurting oth- Deeply hurt by intensifying misbe- ment and retaliation. Build trusting 
ers as I feel Reaction: havior or choosing relationship ; convince child that she · 
hurt. I cannot Tendency to retaliate another weapon . or he is loved. 
be loved. and get even 
.,.-(· 
I belong only Display of Feeling: Passively responds Stop all criticism . Encourage any 
by convincing Inadequacy Despair ; hopelessness; or fails to respond 'to positive attempt, no matter how 
others not to "I give up" whatever is done. Shows small; focus on assets. Above all, 
expect any- Reaction: no improvement. don't be hooked into pity, and don't 
thing from me. Tendency 10 agree give up. 
I am unable; I with child that nothing 
am helpless. can be done 
*To detennine your child"s goal, you must check your feelings and the child's response to your attempts to correct him or her. Goal 
identification is simplified by observing: 
a. Your own feelings and reaction to the child's misbehavior . 
b. The child's response to your attempts at correction . 
By considering your situation in tenns of the chart. you will be able to identify the goal of the misbehavior. 
Used by permission. 
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CHARTIB 
The Goals of Positive Behavior 
Child's Belief Goal 
I belong by contribut- Attention 
ing. Involvement 
I can decide and be 
respons ible for my 
behavior. 
I am interested in 
cooperating . 
I can decide to with-
draw from connict. 
Contribution 
Power 
Autonomy 
Responsibility for 
own behavior 
Justice 
Fairness 
Withdrawal from 
connict 
Refusal to fight 
Acceptance of 
others' opinions 
Used by permission. 
Behavior 
Helps . 
Volunteers . 
Shows self-discipline. 
Does own work. 
Is resourceful. 
Returns kindness for 
hurt. 
Ignores belittling com-
ments . 
Ignores provocations . 
Withdraws from power 
contest to decide own 
behavior. 
How to Encourage Positive Goals 
Let child know the contribution counts and that you 
appreciate it. 
Encoura ge child 's decision making. 
Let child experience both positive and negative 
outcomes . 
Express confidence in child . 
Let child know you appreciate her or his interest in 
cooperating . 
Recognize child 's effort to act maturely. 
CHART 2 
Differences Between the 
"Good" Parent and the Responsible Parent 
·( ·.. , "GOOD" PARENT 
Parent's 
Belief 
I musi · 
control. 
Possible 
Parent Behaviors 
Possible 
Results for Child 
Demands obedience . •. ~Rebels-fflUSt win or . :" 
Rewards and ·: "be riglii: • °' ·· 
· · punishes . · : > .. :· Hides true feelings . 
. ·:' .T:!~tJ;:etf ;~;~J?t~t~~itJ/i;.,I;_< i .. ': ~-. 
.. 
' . 
I am 
superior. 
I am entitled . 
.You owe 
me. 
i<· I .. 
r\_l must be ' perfect. 
I . 
: 
' 
' 
f' l don't · 
, count. 
; · Others are 
'. more impor-
~t:.t;r L . 
·· and child is wrong;"1/'·Jife is' unfair. 't :~';-, 0 , :,-: 
' - · · :, }t;~}~~~~~~i~~; s;~i: .. ·. 
,;.; o:. }~,;t;'.'}~J~_s?f}f-:<liscipli~t:, · 
Pities child. · Learns to 'pity sei(and . 
Takes responsibility : to blame others . . . :. · 
Overprotects. . •• Criticizes others ._:. 
Acts self-righteous .' · .Feels life ~ unfair. 
Spoils child. ,:·~:: ,' -.)Feels inaaequate. · . .. 
Shames child . · · · . • Expects others to give. · 
Is overconcemed 
with fairness >' . : 
Gives with strings · 
attached. ·· 
· Feels need 10 be 
, superior : . 
',!' .~ '--: . . .' 
Doesn 'i trust others . 
' Feels ' life is"unfair: 
Feels exploited : 
Learns to exploit 
'9thers . .. -. >.: /)) 
Demands perfection ·,,Believes he/she is ,"; 
from all. ' ·., . .: · ' never -gooa enough. 
Findsfault ' •,.· ·,· . Beco!lles · .· · · ·' 
Is overconcerned · · ·. perfectionistic. 
about what others · Feel~·discouraged. ,; 
,think ; pushes child . ::Worries about 'others' 
·~tI?t :;;;~;.f ?it:. 
·Overindulges child . . .-·Expects to receive \,· '• 
Becomes "slave ." Has poor ~ocial. rela-
Gives in to. child\ tionsliips \ :'f ,. :. , ·._ 
demands. . · Docs not respect rights 
Feels guil!y about ·. of others. . . . 
·~Y.}flg 1"~i t);,~~t ~~1~;~f~]!i 
Used by permission. 
RESPONSIBLE PARENT 
Parent's 
Belief 
Possible 
Parent Behaviors 
I believe the Permits choice s. 
chi Id can Encourages. 
make deci-
sions . 
· I am equal , Believes in and 
not more or respects child. 
less worth· Encourage s 
while than independence . 
others . Gives choices and 
responsibility. 
Expects child to 
contribute . 
I believe in Promotes equality. 
mutual Encourages mutual 
respect. respect. 
Avoids making child 
feel guilty. 
I am human ; Sets realistic stan-
I have dards . 
"courage to Focuses on strengths. 
be imper- Encourages. 
feet." Is not concerned 
with own image . 
Is patient. 
l believe all Encourages mutual 
people are respect and contri-
important, bu1ion. 
including Refuses 10 be 
myself. "doormat" 
Knows when to say 
no. 
Possible 
Results for Child 
Feels self-confident ; 
tries. 
Contributes . 
Cooperates . 
Solves problems . 
Becomes resourceful. 
Develops self-reliance 
and responsibility. 
Learns to make deci-
sions. 
Respects self and 
others . 
Believes in equality. 
Respects self and 
others. 
Has increased social 
feeling . 
Trusts others. 
Focuses on task at 
hand, not on self-
elevation. 
Sees mistakes as 
challenge to keep 
trying. 
Has courage to try nC:w 
experiences. 
ls tolerant of others . 
Has good social 
relationships. 
Respects the rights of 
others. 
ls generous. 
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CHART 3 
Differences Between 
Praise and Encouragement 
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· . PRAISE · · ENCOURAGEMENT · - ·· 
Underlying What Child May Possible Underlying What Child May Possible 
Characteristics Hear or Perceive Results Characteristics Hear or Perceive Results 
Focus is on "I am worthwhile only Child learns to rriea-. Focus is on "I am trusted to Child learns cour-
external con- when I do what you sure worth by abil- child's ability become responsible age to be imperfect 
trol. want." . _ ity to. conform; or, to manage life and independent." and willingness to 
.child rebels (views constructively. try. Child gains self-
any form of coop- confidence and 
eration · as giving comes to feel re-
in). sponsible for own 
behavior . 
Focus is more "To be worthwhile I Child learns to rnea- Focus is on "How I feel about Child learns to evalu-
on external must please you ." sure worth on how internal myself and my ate own progress 
evaluation . "Please or perish ." well he/she please s evaluation. own efforts is and to make own 
others .. Child learns most important." decisions . 
. . to _fear disapproval. 
Is rewarded "To be worthwhile I Child develops Recognizes "I don't have to be Child learns to 
only for well- must meet your unrealistic standards effort and perfect. My effort s accept efforts of self 
done, com - standards ." and learns to mea- improvement. and improvements and others . Child 
pleted tasks . sure worth by' how are important." develops desire to 
closely : she/he stay with tasks 
reaches perfection . 
· Child Jearris·to 
(persistence). 
·dread failure .· 
Focuses on self- "I'm the best. I must Child learns to be Focuses on "My contribution Child learns to use 
elevation and continue to be better overci:>mpetitive, to assets, con- counts. I am talents and efforts 
personal gain . than others to be get ahead :at the tributions, and appreciated ." for good of all, not 
worthwhile." expense of others. appreciation. only for personal 
,., 
" 
Feels worthwhile gain. Child learns 
" only when :· '. •. to feel glad for 
." "o_n~top::· ;-< successes of others 
. . 
as well as for own , ... 
.., .. ~,; 
successes . 
Used by permission. 
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CHART 4 
Effective Listening 
Closed 
Response 
Denies children a right to their feelings by demonstrating listener's unwillingness to accept and 
understand. 
Open 
Response 
Acknowledges children's right to their feelings by demonstrating that the listener accepts what they 
feel as well as what they say . Indicates that the listener understands. 
Child's Remark 
r· rni 'ne~er going to play ~ith her 
again! 
I can't do it! 
~·--· 
I wish I could go along. 
He always gets to go everywhere . 
Look at my new model! 
i; I don't want to·_ go to school toda)'. ·
i ' 
1 
· Billy is mean! · 
You're the meanest mother in the 
whole world' 
Closed Response 
Why don't you forget it; she 
_ probably didn ' t mean it. , 
Now, don't talk like that ' 
You just got started! 
We've discussed this before-so, 
stop fussing . 
That ' s nice 
please go . 
. now will you 
Everyone has to go to school. It's 
the law. 
Don't you C'l'l'I' talk to me that way! 
For each remark, gfre an example of a CLOSED response and a11 OPEN response: 
f I. _I don't like vegetables, and I'm not 
: ;, · going to eat them . · 
2. Our teacher is crabby. 
r:·. · .a'',. '- . k- 3. I don·/~ ;a~r to go to bed! It's too 
~~.} i;a.rly, A, • 
4. I'm not going to wear my raincoat. 
Nobody in my class wears a stupid 
old raincoat. 
Used by permission. 
Open Response 
You're really angry with her . 
It seems very difficult to you . 
It seems unfair to you. 
You' re pleased with your work on it. 
You're afraid Billy will pick on you . 
You're very angry with me. 
207 
CHART) 
Decisions for Effective Communication 
This chart illustrates situations in which the parent determines problem ownership 
and then decides whether to listen renectively or to send an I-message . 
Situation 
Child weeping about "low" 
report card . 
Child not helping c lean house 
as agreed upon . 
Child unable to sleep the night 
before a test. 
Guests visiting: child interrupt-
ing parents and guests. 
Child downcast after losing a 
race. 
Used by permission. 
Who Owns 
Problem ? 
Child 
Parent 
Child 
Parent 
Child 
Reflective Listening 
You ' re feeling discouraged 
about your grades, and maybe 
worried about what I will think 
of you . 
You 're pretty worried about 
that test, and not sure you'll do 
very well. 
You're pretty disappointed that 
you lost. 
I-Message 
When agreement s aren ' t kept. 
I feel it's unfair because I 
have to do all the work. 
When there are interruptions. 
we can ' t talk with each other. 
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CHART6 
The Major Differences Between 
Punishment and Logical Consequences 
PUNISHMENT LOGICAL CONSEQUENCES 
Underlying Underlying 
Characteristics Message to Likely Results Characteristics Message to Likely Results 
Child Child 
[°" 1. Emphasis · "Do what I say 
-
Rebellion. 1. Emphasis "! trust you to Cooperation. 
r- on powerof per- because I say so." Desire for revenge. on reality of the learn to respect the Respect for self and 
sonal authority . Lack of self- social order. rights of others ." others. 
discipline . Self-discipline . 
Sneakiness. Reliability . 
t · 
I 
.. .... ·:} Irresponsibility . 
I 2. Rarely "'!' II show you." Resentment. 2. Logically ··1 trust you to Leaming from 
related to act; "You deserve Desire for revenge. related to the make responsible experience. 
arbitrary . what you're Fear . misbehavior : choices." 
getti!lg!" · Confusion. sensible. 
Rebellion . 
3. Implies "You're bad! Feelings ofhun . guilt. 3. Treat s "You are a wonh- Senses he or she is 
moral judg- . You :re no_t accept; . Desire to get even. person with while person ." acceptable even 
l ment . · able .l' - ··:::.\ ..:• dignity: sepa- though behavior is 
rates deed not. 
from doer. 
4. Emphasis "You'll never Feels unacceptable . 4. Concerned "You are able to Become s self-
on past ., learn.""! can Feels can't make with present take care of your- evaluating . self-
behavior. ·never count on good decisions. and future self." directing. 
·you." behavior. 
5. Threats of "You'd belier Fear. 5. Voice "I don ' t like what Feels secure about 
I d!srespecl, shape up!'.' "No. Rebellion . communicate s you are doing . parent's love and 
· , violence, or ;, .. · . child of n:i.ine: ;, . :~GuiltJeelings. : · respect and but I still love support. I' loss of love; · would do a thing <:." .Oesire to '.·'get < · good will. you ." 
either open or . like that!" back :" 
concealed . 
6.' Demands "Your preferences Rebellion. 6. Presents " You are capable Responsible 
compliance. · '· · ·don't matter :" "Defiant choice . of deciding." decisions. 
"You can't be compliance ." Increased resource-
trusted 10 make fulncss. 
wise decisions. .. 
Used by permission. 
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CHART 7 
Selecting the Appropriate Approach 
Problem 
Child borrows father's tools and does 
not return them. 
Child is upset about failing te,t. 
Child neglect s homework . 
Crawler touche , light socket. 
Who Owns 
Problem? 
Parent 
Child 
Child 
Parent 
Appropriate Approach 
1-Message-"When you don ' t return my tools , I get upset 
because I need them ." 
or 
Logical Consequence-Deny child loan of tool next iime 
he or she wants to borrow it. 
Reflective Listening- .. You're very sad about failing the 
test." 
Exploring Allernatives- .. What are some thing s you can 
do next time you have a testr 
Logical Consequence-Allow child to face consequences 
from teacher. 
Logical Consequence-Place child in playpen for short 
while. Then let child out. If child approaches socket again. 
place in playpen for longer period. 
Fur each uf the Jullowi11g, decide who uwns the problem and determine 011 appropriate approach : 
I. Child does not lock up his or her 
bicycle . 
2. Child docs not return milk canon to 
refrigerator. 
3. Infant in high chair throws food. 
Used by permission. 
,-· 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
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CHART R 
Essentials of Family Meetings 
The family meeting is a regularly scheduled meeting of all family members who want to atlend . 
The purpose is to make plans for family chores and family fun , to express complaints and positi ve 
feelings, to resolve conflicts, and to make other sons of decisions . 
Guidelines for Famil y Meetings Pitfalls to Avoid 
Meet at a regularly scheduled time . 1. Meeting only to handle crises; skipping meetings ; 
changing meeting time s. 
Treat all members as equals . Let everyone be heard . 2. Dominating by members who belie ve they have 
more rights . 
Use reflective listening and I-messages to encourage 3. Failing to listen to and encourage each other. 
members to expres s their feelings and beliefs clearly . 
Pinpoint the real issues . Avoid being sidetracked by 4. .Dealing with symptoms (such as bickering and 
other issues . quarreling ) instead of the purposes of the behavior. 
Encourage member s by recognizing the good things 5. Focusing on complaints and criticisms . 
happening in the family. 
Remember to plan for family fun and recreation . 6. Limiting the meetings to job distribution and 
discipline. 
Agree upon the length of the meeting and hold to the 7. Ignoring established time limits . 
limit s established . 
Record plans and decisions made . Post the record 8. Failing to put agreements into action. 
as a reminder . 
Used by permission. 
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CHART'> 
Democratic and Positive Parenting 
This chart points out (I) typical challenges of child rearing, (2) self-defeating beliefs whic.:h may influence a 
parent to respond ineffectively and autocratically, and (3) effective, democratic actions that c.:an be used instead. 
Challenge 
Child talking back: 
sassing. 
Child not responding to 
request to leave on trip. 
Child late in leaving for 
school. 
Children fighring and 
arguing. 
Child leaving belong-
ings in living room . 
Parent's 
Self-Defeating 
Belief 
I must be respected 
and feared . 
I must have an instant 
response . 
My child can't walk 
in tardy. What .would 
they think of me? 
I must settle disagree-
ment s. I am the judge. 
It's easier to do it 
myself . 
Ineffective, 
Autocratic 
Responses 
Demand an apology . 
Attack child verbally . 
Order, command, 
punish . 
Nag, force, rush about. 
Interfere , invesrigare . 
Nag, pick up after 
child. 
Effective, 
Democratic Actions 
Ignore provocation or reflectively listen . 
If child continues verbal anack. send 
. I-message and use logical consequence 
· (withdrawal from unfriendly conversa-
tion) . 
Send I-message or arrange so child 
experiences logical consequence (not 
going). 
Permit logical consequence (disapproval 
at school) . 
lndicare confidence in children's abilit y 
ro resolve own problem by wirhdrawing 
from the banle . 
Send I-message or use logical conse-
quence (belongings are missed when 
wanted later) . . 
Indicate a possible self-defeating belief and contrast ineffective, a11tocratic procedures with effective, democratic procedures 
for each of the following: 
.. ,·  
I. Child resisting bed-
time. 
2. Child not following 
through with chore 
agreed upon. 
3. Child's hair too long . 
Used by permission. 
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APPENDIX B 
NARRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS OF STEP STUDIES 
Narrative Description of STEP Studies Included in Review 
Bauer, M. T. (1977). A study of the effects of a group 
education program, Sytematic Training for Effective 
Parenting, upon parent self concept and assessment of 
child behavior. 
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The subjects for this study consisted of intact volunteer 
groups which were randomly assigned to one of three 
treatments. The treatments were: (1) a process oriented 
STEP program, (2) a didactically-oriented STEP program, and 
(3) an Adlerian Parent Study Group (Dreikurs). The non-
treatment control group was not randomly selected. No 
demographic information is provided on the subjects. The 
dependent measures included the Adlerian Parental Assessment 
of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS) and five scales of the 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), Total Score, Identity 
or Self-Concept, Behavior, Self-Satisfaction, and Family 
Self. Both measures were administered pre- and 
posttreatment with the pretest scores used as the covariate 
for one-way analyses of covariance. Group means and 
standard deviations, pre- and posttreatment, are reported 
for all measures. The STEP groups, although not differing 
from each other, scored statistically significantly higher 
gains on the APACBS than the control group. No 
statistically significant differences were found between the 
STEP groups and the control group on any scale of the TSCS 
or between the two STEP groups. The Dreikurs group showed 
statistically significant positive changes over the control 
group for the APACBS and for the Total Score and Behavior 
subscale of the TSCS. No difference was found between the 
STEP groups and the Dreikurs group on the APACBS. 
Bellamy, K. T. (1979). The short- and long-term effects of 
Systematic training for Effective Parenting on perceived 
parental attitudes, concerns, and temperament. 
Volunteer Baptist church-member mothers (n = 32) were 
nonrandomly divided into three groups (matched on four 
demographic variables): (1) Treatment (STEP program), (2) 
Reading Control (read STEP Parent's Handbook), and (3) No-
Treatment Control. Dependent measures at Pretest, Posttest, 
and 8-week follow-up: The Parent Attitude Survey 
(misidentified as the Parent Attitude Scale), the Becker 
Adjective Checklist (BAC), and the Taylor-Johnson 
Temperament Analysis Profile (TJTAP). Only ANCOVA tables 
with F-ratios are reported; no group means or standard 
deviations. Ages of subjects are not reported. The only 
statistically significant differences between groups were 
found on the Less-Withdrawn and Hostile subscales of the BAC 
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at the 8-week follow-up test with the posttest scores used 
as the covariate where the Treatment Group had statistically 
significantly higher scores than the two Control groups. No 
other statistically significant differences were reported 
among the group means comparing pretest, posttest, and post-
posttest scores for the remaining dependent measures. 
Brooks, L. D., Spearn, R. C., Rice, M., Crocco, D., Hodgins, 
C., & Vander Schaff, G. (1988). Sytematic Training for 
Effective Parenting (STEP): An evaluation study with a 
Canadian population. 
The subjects were non-randomly assigned to experimental and 
wait-list control groups. Forty-four of the original 81 
experimental subjects comprised the final sample along with 
15 of 22 original control subjects. The mean age of the 
children in the study was 5.7 years. The regular nine-week 
STEP course served as the treatment. Dependent measures: 
The Confidence and Trust subscales of the Parent Attitude 
Survey (PAS), the Child and Adolescent Adjustment Profile 
(CAAP), and an author-devised STEP Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Pre/Post and 3-month follow-up measures (STEP Evaluation 
Questionnaire only) were given. Only the scores on the 
"Trust" subscale of PAS were found to be statistically 
significantly higher for the original experimental group 
versus the original control group. For the subsequent 
experimental group (originally the wait-list control group), 
n = 8, statistically significant differences were reported 
for the total PAS and for two subscales. Similar positive 
changes for CAAP are reported for both the experimental and 
control groups with no differences found between the groups. 
Group means and standard deviations are reported for only 
the STEP Evaluation Questionnaire. However, missing data 
was graciously provided by Dr. Marnie E. Rice. The authors 
suggest that, "STEP should be considered more a preventative 
intervention than a modifier of child behaviour." (p. 4). 
Catania, L. L. (1985). Parent education as part of a 
comprehensive drug rehabilitation program. 
A sample of drug-addicted persons and their spouses (n=80) 
were randomly assigned to treatment (a 10-week STEP course) 
or control. Subjects ranged in age from 23 to 40 years. 
The mean age of the designated target child for each couple 
was 9.5 years. Dependent measures, obtained pre- and 
posttreatment and at a 3-month follow-up, included the 
Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI), the Adlerian 
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS), and 
the Swanson Child-Parent Relationship Scale (completed by 
the target child). Statistically significant positive 
differences were found, pre- to posttest, between the 
treatment and control groups for all dependent measures. 
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The effect eroded considerably (but maintained statistical 
significance) at the 3-month follow-up for the APACBS and 
the Swanson. In an additional analysis of the data, the 
author found no statistically significant differences 
between drug-addicted and non-addicted parents. 
Clark, F. J. H. (1983). The impact of two parent training 
models on foster parent attitudes and behavior. 
Sixty foster parents were randomly assigned to either STEP, 
Parenting Skills Training (PST), a control group. With 24 
dropouts, the study used the scores of 12 subjects in each 
group. The mean age of the parents was 41.5 years. 
Dependent measures, pre- and posttreatment, included the 
Porter Parental Acceptance Scale (PPAS), the Sensitivity to 
Children Questionnaire (STC), the Parent Training Inventory 
(PTI), and a Self - Reported Problem Areas questionnaire . 
Observed and adjusted group means are reported but no 
standard deviations. Both ANOVA and MANCOVA tables are used 
to report results. The author reports that statistically 
significant differences (p<.05) were found between the STEP 
group and the control group for the scores on the PPAS and 
the STC. The author reports that no other statistically 
significant differences were found. 
Clarkson, P. J. (1978) . Effects of parent training and 
group counseling on children's functioning in elementary 
school. 
Combinations of child group counseling (Developing 
Understanding of Self and Others, DUSO) and parent training 
(STEP) were offered to children in elementary school (grades 
one through six) and their parents. Subjects were 
nonrandomly assigned to one of four groups: DUSO and STEP, 
STEP and no DUSO, DUSO and no STEP, and control with no DUSO 
and no STEP. Pre- and posttreatment and 3-month follow-up 
measures were obtained on these dependent variables: the 
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, the Devereaux Elementary 
School Behavior Rating Scale, Measures of Self-Concept 
(MSC), and the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child 
Behavior Scale (APACBS). A two-by-two MANOVA was used to 
analyze the results. No statistically significant 
differences were found between any groups either immediately 
following treatment or at follow-up. 
Cronauer, D. W. (1981). The effects of Systematic training 
for Effective Parenting. 
The subjects for this study were 48 volunteer parents and 
their children (third, fourth, and fifth graders) from a 
parochial school system. Subjects were randomly assigned to 
treatment (STEP) or control. Dependent measures (pre- and 
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posttreatment) included the Piers-Harris Children's Self-
Concept Scale (administered to the children), the Short-Form 
Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI), the Adlerian 
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale, and the Quay-
Peterson Behavior Problem Checklist (completed by 
interviewing the children's teachers). Individual scores as 
well as group means and standard deviations are reported for 
all measures for both pre- and posttesting. A randomization 
test for two independent variables was used to determine 
that no statistically significant differences (a=.10) 
existed between the treatment and control groups on the 
pretest scores. Statistically significant differences 
(a=.05) between groups were found on all dependent measures 
for the posttest scores with the results favoring the 
treatment group. NOTE: Table 7 (p . 46) contains some, 
seemingly, erroneous values for the group standard 
dev i ations . 
de Sherbinin, P.R. (1981). Psychological study of the 
impact of Systematic Training for Effective Parenting 
groups upon children's behavior, achievement and self-
ratings at home and at school. 
Parents of Title I children (scoring at least a half grade 
below grade level on a measure of reading achievement) were 
nonrandomly assigned to either a treatment (STEP) or control 
group. The book Liberated Parents/Liberated Children was 
also incorporated into the treatment. The audiotape 
portions of the STEP lesson plans were not used after the 
first week. Pre - and posttreatment measures included the 
Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale 
(APACBS), the Pre - Primary Nowicki-Strickland 
Internal/External Scale , the MacDaniel-Piers Self-Concept 
Scale, the Devereaux Elementary School Behavior Rating 
Scale, and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test. Possible 
ceiling effects for the control group on the APACBS posttest 
may be operating,as well as possible regression effects on 
all measures for all children. Group means and standard 
deviations are reported for both groups. Although the 
author reports that no statistically significant differences 
were found for any of the variables, a standardized mean 
difference effect size of +1.49 can be computed for the 
APACBS due to significantly different pretest scores between 
groups. 
Dodley, L . E . , Sr. ( 1981) . The effects of "Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting" on parents' and 
children's behavior. 
Thirty parents (of the 45 originally enrolled) of seventh 
through twelfth grade students with "maladaptive behaviors" 
comprised the treatment group (STEP) for this study. No 
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control group was used. The mean ages of the parents and 
children were 38 years and 14 years, respectively. Pre-and 
posttreatment measures were obtained on the STEP 
Questionnaire, the Jesness Behavior Checklist (JBC), and the 
Family Environment Scale (FES). ANOVAs are used to analyze 
the data; group means and standard deviations are not 
reported. No statistically significant differences were 
found, pre- to posttest, on scores for the JBC or the FES. 
A statistically significant positive gain was found on 
scores for the STEP Questionnaire, an instrument that 
assessed the parents' knowledge and understanding of the 
STEP program concepts. 
Esters, P. (1980). The differential effects of a Gilmore 
Self-Esteem and a STEP parent counseling approach for low 
achieving latency age children . 
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) is 
compared with SEM (Self-Esteem Method) a wait-list control 
group using random assignment to groups . Some demographic 
information on the child subjects is reported. The 
dependent measures include grade point average (GPA), the 
Piers - Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (PHS), and the 
Coopersmith Behavior Rating Form (CBRF). The dependent 
measures were administered pre - and posttreatment and at a 
3 - month follow-up . Group means and standard deviations, 
along with F-ratios (adjusted for covariance), are reported 
for all measures. Both programs had a statistically 
significant impact on GPA, compared to the control group 
with no difference found between the two treatment groups. 
Both the SEM and the STEP programs resulted in consistent 
statistically significant gains in self-esteem (as measured 
by the PHS, self-reported, and the CBRF, teacher-rated) . 
The gains in self-esteem were greater for the SEM group . 
Goldstein, R. E. (1990). Assessment of the effects of 
communication training on the adult elderly and the 
assisting adult child. 
Older adults (mean age= 71 years) and their primary 
assisting adult child (mean age= 41 years) were randomly 
assigned to either treatment (STEP) or control. Quinn's 
Family Life Questionnaire (one version for parents and one 
version for the adult children) was administered pre-and 
posttreatment and at a one-month follow-up. The STEP 
workshop was conducted in four 1~-hour sessions. The author 
experienced a 33% dropout rate in the treatment group. 
Group means and standard deviations are reported for all 
five scales of the QFLQ. No statistically significant 
differences between groups were found for either the adults 
or their assisting adult children. 
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Gould, E. 0. (1979). A comparison of the relative 
effectiveness of Adlerian group counseling and Adlerian 
parent education on middle school youth with classroom 
adjustment problems. 
Thirty-six volunteer students, with ''classroom 
difficulties", in the sixth, seventh and eighth grades were 
randomly assigned to one of two treatment conditions: (1) 
the pupils participated in Adlerian group counseling, or (2) 
the pupil's parents participated in a STEP program 
(Systematic Training for Effective Parenting). No control 
group was used and only very general demographic information 
is reported. The dependent measures, administered pre - and 
posttreatment, included the Walker Problem Behavior 
Identification Checklist (WPBIC), the Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scale (PHCSCS), and a Perceptual 
Survey for Parents (an untried , non - standardized instrument 
that was expanded by the researcher). The results were 
analyzed using analyses of covariance with pretest scores as 
the covariates. Group means and standard deviations are 
reported for all measures along with a summary table for the 
ANCOVA. The results are inconclusive. Statistically 
significant differences (by grade level, method, or 
interaction) between groups were not found for the scores on 
either the PHCSCS or the WPBIC, although isolated instances 
of statistical significance were found as a result of post 
hoc t - tests. The STEP group did demonstrate a statistically 
significant improvement over the other treatment group on 
the Perceptual Survey for Parents which was expected since 
the Adlerian group counseling parents received no treatment . 
Gruen, S . N. (1978). Effects of a systematic parent 
training program on parental attitudes and child 
behavior . 
Couples were nonrandomly assigned to one of three treatment 
groups: STEP co-facilitated by experienced leaders, STEP co-
facilitated by inexperienced leaders, and an inactive 
control group. Dependent measures, administered pre- and 
posttreatment, included the Attitude Toward the Freedom of 
Children Scale (ATFC-II), the Adlerian Parental Assessment 
of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS), and the Child Rearing 
Practices Scale (CRPS). Pre- and posttest group means are 
reported without standard deviations . Analysis of 
Covariance is used in the data analysis. Statistically 
significant differences (p<.005) are found for all measures 
across groups . However, no differences were found between 
the two STEP groups. Average standard deviations from other 
studies were used in the computation of standardized mean 
difference effect sizes for the APACBS and the ATFC-II. 
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Hammett, V. L., Omizo, M. M., & Loffredo, D. A. (1981). The 
effects of participation in a STEP program on parents' 
child-rearing attitudes and the self-concepts of their 
learning disabled children. 
Forty-six mothers and their LD children (age range= 5-8 
years) were randomly assigned to experimental (STEP) and 
control groups (n=25 for each). The dependent measures, 
administered pre- and posttreatment, included the Parent 
Attitude Survey (PAS), for the parents and the Primary Self-
Concept Inventory (PSCI) for the children. Group means and 
standard deviations are reported for both measures for 
posttest scores only. A multivariate analysis of variance 
was computed on the PAS and the PSCI scores along with 
univariate F - ratios and discriminant analysis procedures . 
Parents in the STEP group scored (statistically) 
significantly higher on the Acceptance and Trus t subscales 
of the PAS and their children scored (statistically) 
significantly higher on the Personal - Self and Social - Self 
subscales of the PSCI. 
Jackson, M. D. (1983). Effects of a STEP parent education 
program on parent and child attitudes and child self-
concept and school behavior. 
Forty-five volunteer parents (all women, mean age= 32.2 
years) are randomly assigned to experimental (Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting, n=25) and wait-list 
control (n=20) groups. The children in the groups numbered 
62 in the experimental group and 94 in the control group 
(which included a third group of children whose parents 
could not participate). The dependent measure for the 
parents was the Parent Attitude Survey (PAS), administered 
posttreatment only, with group means and standard deviations 
reported. The dependent measures for children (pre- and 
posttreatment) included 8 subscales of the Children's Report 
of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI) and the Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scales. The author reports no 
statistically significant differences for the children's 
measures. Only the scores on the Trust subscale of the PAS 
were significantly different (p<.05) between the groups of 
parents. 
Kozlowski, J. H. (1979). The effects of Systematic Training 
for Effective Parenting on parent attitudes. 
The effectiveness of STEP is assessed using the Parent 
Attitude Survey (PAS), the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (RDS), 
and the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale for Children as 
dependent measures. Volunteer parents were semi-randomly 
assigned to a treatment (STEP) or control group (group 
membership was controlled for equal proportions of parent 
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couples and singles). All measures were administered pre-, 
post-, and 8 weeks following treatment. 26 of the original 
40 parents assigned to groups completed all three test 
administrations. Group means but no standard deviations or 
t-scores are reported. Using Analysis of Covariance with 
the pretest scores as the covariate the author claims to 
have found statistically significant gains for the 
experimental group (STEP) on two scales of the PAS 
(Understanding and Trust) from pre- to posttreatment; the 
gain on the Understanding scale was not maintained at 
follow-up. The results also disclosed statistically 
significant differences in favor of the experimental group 
on the Causation subscale of the PAS. This gain was 
maintained at follow-up. Only non-significant changes were 
recorded for the RDS and the Piers-Harris. In a further 
correlational study, a statistically significant positive 
relationship was found between the initial degree of parent 
dogmatism and the changes in attitude of parents as measured 
by the PAS Trust subscale both from pretest to posttest and 
from pretest to delayed posttest (at the 8 week follow - up) . 
Krieg, P. E. (1985). Effects of Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting (STEP) on perception and attitude of 
parents of learning disabled children . 
This study involved parents of learning disabled (LD) and 
non-learning disabled children in a six-week STEP program . 
Each STEP group had its own nonrandom control group. The 
mean ages of all parent and child groups are reported along 
with the mean education level of the parents (14 years). 
The dependent measures, administered pre- and posttreatment, 
included the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior 
Scale (APACBS) and two subscales (Confidence and 
Understanding) of Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey (PAS). 
Analysis of covariance, with pretest score as the 
covariate, was used to analyze the data. The parents of LD 
children had pretreatment attitudes which reflected lower 
confidence in their role as parents. No statistically 
significant differences were found between the LD parents 
and their control group on any dependent measure. There was 
a statistically significant difference, pre- to posttest, 
between the non-LD parents and their control group on the 
Understanding subscale of the PAS. 
LaFountain, R. M. (1987). The efficacy of parent counseling 
and support groups on stress levels, self-esteem and 
degree of coping of parents of developmentally delayed or 
handicapped infants involved in an infant intervention 
program. 
Parents of children enrolled in an infant intervention 
program (for developmentally delayed or handicapped 
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children) were randomly assigned to a self-help support 
group, a counseling group, or a no-treatment control group. 
The counseling group used the STEP program, adapted to 
include parent-infant interaction concepts and a therapy 
component. The author experienced a dropout rate of almost 
35% . The dependent measures were administered only 
following treatment. They included the Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Inventory (CSI), the Parenting Stress Index (PSI), 
and the two subscales (Used to Feel and Presently Feel) of 
the author-developed Coping with Loss Scale (CWLS). No 
statistically significant differences were found between the 
counseling (STEP) group and the control group on any 
measure . However, the results revealed significantly higher 
scores for the self-help support group compared to the 
counseling group on the CSI and the PSI. 
Larrivee, R . C . (1982) . A comparison of the effects of 
three parent education programs - STEP, PAT, and EP - on 
the perceptions and interactions of low income Head Start 
mothers and their preschool children . 
Thirty-eight Head Start mothers were randomly assigned to 
one of three treatment programs; STEP, Parents are Teachers 
(PAT), or Exploring Parenting (EP) . Only 18 mothers (six in 
each group) completed the program. No control group was 
used in the study. The attendance at the STEP meetings 
averaged only 62%. Pre- and posttreatment dependent 
measures included a Concept Evaluation Instrument (CEI) , a 
Parent Questionnaire, which assessed the parents' 
perceptions of their children's behavior, and a Response-
Class Matrix, which provided a measure of parent and child 
behavior scored from videotape recordings. The mean ages of 
the parents and children were 30 years and 4 years. All 
three treatment groups showed significant positive gains 
pre- to posttreatment. The STEP group showed significantly 
greater gains over the other groups on the measures of 
behavior (the Parent Questionnaire and the Response-Class 
Matrix). 
Lifur-Bennett, L. (1982) . The effects of an Adlerian and a 
behavioral parent education program on learning disabled 
children and their parents. 
Eighty-two parent-teacher-child triads were nonrandomly 
assigned to two Adlerian (STEP) groups (n=29), two 
behavioral groups (Confident Parenting, n=28), or a no-
treatment control group (n=25). The children in the study 
were all labeled Learning Disabled. The means ages of the 
parents and children were 37 years and 12 years 
respectively. Only parents participated in the treatment 
but all members of the triad were tested pretreatment, 
posttreatment, and after a two-month follow-up period . The 
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dependent measures included the Piers-Harris Children's 
Self-Concept Scale (PHCSCS), the Parent Acceptance-Rejection 
Questionnaire (PARQ) - completed by both parents and 
children - and the Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist 
(MCBC) - administered to both parents and teachers . No 
statistically significant differences (p<.05) were found 
between the combined STEP groups and the control group, pre-
to posttreatment, on the PHCSCS, the PARQ (parent and 
child), or the MCBC, in contradiction to the author's 
discussion of the results. The only significant differences 
were found when pretest and follow-up measures were compared 
between the STEP and control groups on the parent and child 
measures of the PARQ. Note: Only the total score on the 
PARQ was used in the meta-analysis . 
Maez, A. (1987). The effects of two parent training 
programs on parental attitudes and self-concepts of 
Mexican-American mothers. 
This study compares STEP with a behavioral program, 
Confident Parenting (CP). A randomly sample of 120 low 
income Mexican-American mothers was selected from a master 
list of 400 intact families with 2-3 children within the 
Regional District of the Los Angeles County Mental health 
System. The subjects were randomly assigned to STEP groups, 
CP groups, or a control group. The mean ages of the parents 
and children were 30 years and 7 years respectively. The 
mean education level for the mothers was eight years. The 
dependent measures, taken posttreatment only, included the 
Parent Attitude Survey (PAS) and the Tennessee Self-Concept 
Scale (TSCS). Group means, without standard deviations, are 
reported, therefore F-values from 2-way ANOVA tables are 
used to compute effect sizes. A statistically significant 
difference (p=.008) was found between the STEP mothers and 
the control mothers for the total PAS scores. No difference 
was found for the TSCS. Only seven of the 14 scales on the 
TSCS were reported and they were collapsed into a total 
effect size. 
McKay, G.D. (1976). Sytematic Training for Effective 
Parenting: Effects on behavior change of parents and 
children. 
Random assignment of 26 volunteer mothers (10 in each group 
used in data analysis) is made to an experimental 
(Systematic Training for Effective Parenting) or control 
group. The mean age of the children (midpoint of range) = 
8.5 years. The dependent measures included the Adlerian 
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS), 
developed and tested by the authors and a Mother/Child 
Interaction Exercise (for facilitating and non-facilitating 
statements). The study incorporates a pre-, posttreatment 
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measures design. Group mean scores, without standard 
deviations, and F-ratios from a one-way analysis of 
covariance (with pretest scores as the covariate) are 
reported. The treatment group demonstrated statistically 
significant positive changes in the mothers' perceptions of 
their target child's behavior. No significant differences 
were found between groups on the Interaction Exercise 
scores. The reported probability level for the F-value for 
between group variance in the ANCOVA table for the APACBS 
translates into a standard deviation of approximately 8.5. 
The range of standard deviations for the APACBS from other 
studies ranges from 20-26. 
Messinger-Revell, J. (1983) A comparative analysis of the 
relative efficacy of two methods of increasing the 
attitude of acceptance in parents toward young special 
needs children. 
The STEP program and the Parents Evaluating Attitudes toward 
their CHildren (PEACH) program were compared using a 
nonrandom control group. Parents of special needs children 
(mean age= 5 years) were nonrandomly assigned to STEP 
(n=9), PEACH (n=lO), or control (n=9). The researcher-
designed Parent Attitude toward Special Needs Youngsters 
(PATSNY) served as the dependent variable. The author 
indicates that pre- and posttreatment measures were obtained 
but only posttreatment scores are reported. Since only the 
mean and range of group attitude scores are reported, the 
standard deviation for the PATSNY scores was estimated by 
taking one-sixth of the range. No statistically significant 
difference was found on the PATSNY between the STEP group 
and the control group. 
Miller, W. M. (1986). Play therapy and parent training: The 
effects of the "Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting" program on children in play therapy and their 
parents. 
Families were assigned to one of three groups using a 
"controlled randomization process" (i.e. nonrandom): (1) 
Treatment with children in play therapy and parent(s) in 
STEP; (2) Control 1 - with children in play therapy and 
parent(s) wait-listed for STEP; (3) Control 2 - with 
children wait-listed for play therapy and parent(s) wait-
listed for STEP. The children's age ranged from 3-8 years. 
Pre- and posttreatment dependent measures were obtained 
using the Parent Attitude Survey (PAS), the Primary Self 
Concept Inventory (PSCI), and the Walker Problem Behavior 
Identification Checklist (WPBIC). A multiple analysis of 
variance on the pretest data led to WPBIC-Adult scores being 
treated as a covariate in the ANCOVA computations. Group 
Means and standard deviations, pre- and posttest, are 
reported. No statistically significant differences were 
found between the groups. 
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Misja, C. F. (1980). Change in child-rearing practices as a 
result of an Adlerian parent study group. 
Fifty-three parents were nonrandomly assigned to either 
treatment (STEP) or control. In reference to the 
independent variable, the author states that, "the approach 
used was not rigid and inflexible." A pre-, posttreatment 
design was used with two dependent measures: the Child-
Rearing Practices Scale (CRPS) and the Parental Perception 
Survey (PPS), a measure of the parents' perception of their 
children's behavior. Using ANCOVA (with pretest scores as 
the covariate), statistically significant differences 
(p<.01) were found between the STEP and control groups, 
favoring the STEP group, on all subscales of both dependent 
measures. The three subscales of the CRPS and the four 
subscales of the PPS were combined in the computation of 
effect sizes. 
Moline, D. (1979). Systematic training for Effective 
Parenting: A study of the effects of the STEP program on 
abusive parents' perceptions of their children's 
behaviors and attitudes toward the freedom of children. 
Thirteen parents (mean age= 29.5 years), cited by the 
county court system for being abusive toward their children, 
and their target child (mean age= 5.5 years) constituted 
the experimental (STEP) group. A semi-equivalent control 
group composed of eleven abusing mothers (mean age= 29.0 
years) and their target child (mean age= 8.0 years) was 
selected randomly from the remaining active caseload of the 
Department of Family Protective Services. Dependent 
measures, administered pre- and posttreatment, included the 
Attitude Toward the Freedom of Children Scale (ATFC), the 
Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale 
(APACBS), and a fifteen-item quiz based on the STEP lessons 
(posttest only). Pretreatment group means and standard 
deviations and posttreatment group means (without standard 
deviations) are reported for the ATFC and the APACBS. 
Posttreatment group means and standard deviations are 
reported for the quiz. Statistically significant 
differences, favoring the experimental group, are found 
between the experimental and control groups on the changes 
in scores (pre- to posttreatment) on both the ATFC and the 
APACBS. 
Nolan-Stenseth, S. (1982). The effects of Systematic 
Training for Effective Parenting on parent's self concept 
and parental perceptions of children's behavior. 
225 
Twelve parents were randomly assigned to each of two groups: 
treatment (STEP) or control. The mean ages of the parents 
and their target children were 33 years and 8 years 
respectively. The mean education level of the parents was 
approximately 14 years. Only posttreatment measures were 
obtained using the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) and 
the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale 
(APACBS). Group means and standard deviations are reported 
with t-tests used to test for statistically significant 
differences between groups. No statistically significant 
differences (p=.05) were found between groups on the TSCS. 
Non-significant differences favoring the control group were 
found on the posttreatment scores on the APACBS. 
Nystul, M. S. (1982). The effects of Systematic Training 
for Effective Parenting on parental attitudes. 
Twenty-eight Australian mothers (age range, 23-50 years) 
were randomly assigned to treatment (STEP) or wait-list 
control (14 per group). Dependent measures included the 
Attitude Toward the Freedom of Children Scale II (ATFC-II) 
and the Parent Attitude Research Instrument Q4 (PARI Q4 ); A 
pre-, posttreatment design was followed with no group 
differences found at the pretest. Only F-ratios are 
reported from one-way ANOVAs. STEP mothers were found to be 
more democratic than the control group mothers in child-
rearing attitudes, based on the ATFC-II scores. They also 
differed from non-STEP mothers on 2 of 5 scales of the PARI 
Q4 (a statistically significant increase in Encouraging 
Verbalization and a statistically significant decrease in 
Strictness). 
Radabaugh, D. B. (1981). The effects of participation in a 
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting group on 
parents' self-assessed child rearing attitudes and on 
their learning disabled child's self-concept. 
Parents (n=46) of learning disabled children (mean age= 10 
years) were randomly assigned to treatment (STEP) or control 
groups. The dependent measures - the Parent Attitude Survey 
(PAS) and Dimensions of Self-Concept (DSC) - were 
administered pre- and posttreatment, but only posttreatment 
scores are reported. The author states that, "The two 
parent groups were theoretically equivalent since they were 
randomly established." Statistically significant 
differences favoring the STEP group were found between 
groups on three scales (Confidence, Acceptance, and Trust) 
of the PAS. A statistically significant difference favoring 
the control group was found between groups on the Causation 
scale of the PAS. No significant differences were found 
between groups on the collapsed scores from the five 
subscales of the DSC. The author talks about "significant 
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gains" on four of the five PAS subscales. Since pretest 
scores are not reported, only posttest differences between 
groups should be addressed. One such difference (on the 
Causation scale scores of the PAS) was actually negative. 
Saltzer, W. D. (1987). The effects of parent training and 
classroom group guidance on the self-concept of parents 
and their transitional second-grade children. 
Parents were grouped by the schools that their children 
attended and randomly assigned to one of three treatment 
groups or a no-treatment control group. The treatment 
groups were combinations of STEP for the parents and 
Developing Understanding of Self and Others (DUSO) for the 
children. The children in the study were all transitional 
second grade students identified as "having difficulties 
within the public school system . " The dependent measures 
included the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale 
(PHCSCS), administered to both the child and parent pre-and 
posttreatment, and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS), 
administered to the parents posttreatment only. For the 
STEP versus the control group, the gains for the parents' 
perception of their child's self concept, as measured by the 
PHCSCS, were significantly higher in the STEP group. 
However, the parents' perception of the child's self - concept 
did not agree with the child's self perception . Gain scores 
for the TSCS were also significantly higher (p<.05) for the 
STEP group as compared to the control group . 
Sellick, S. B. (1979). Effects of three modalities for 
Adlerian parent study groups upon mothers' attitudes . 
An eight-session STEP program was included with Adlerian-
based bibliotherapy and a consultation group in this study 
involving 64 mothers. Random assignment was made to one of 
three treatment groups or a control group. The Adlerian 
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS) was 
administered pre- and posttreatment. The results suggest 
that bibliotherapy (a component in all three treatment 
groups) accounted for almost all of the changes in scores on 
the APACBS. When factored out of the other treatment 
methods, participation in the STEP program provided no gains 
in scores on the APACBS. 
Sharpley, C. F., & Poiner, A. M. (1980). An exploratory 
evaluation of the Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting (STEP) programme. 
The subjects for this study were 56 Australian parents who 
attended nine different Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting (STEP) groups. No control group was used. Pre-
and posttreatment testing was conducted using a 20-item 
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questionnaire devised by four experienced STEP leaders which 
tapped into situations discussed during the STEP program . 
The results of at-test are reported with no group means or 
standard deviations. A statistically significant difference 
was found as expected. The authors also performed multiple 
discriminant analysis on all 20 items of the questionnaire. 
All but three of the items significantly discriminated 
between the pre- and posttest. The questionnaire is 
reproduced in the paper. 
Summerlin, M. L.B. (1978). The effect of parental 
participation in a Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting group on a child's self-concept. 
Volunteer parents (n=50) were randomly assigned to either 
the experimental group (a six-session study group of 
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting, STEP) or the 
wait-list control group. Posttreatment scores on the five 
scales of the Parent Attitude Survey (PAS) and the combined 
scales of the Primary Self-Concept Inventory (PSCI) were 
used as the dependent measures. Group means and standard 
deviations are reported. A multivariate analysis of 
variance was computed and statistically significant 
differences were found between the two groups of parents on 
the Acceptance and Trust Subscales of the PAS and between 
the two groups of children on the PSCI. Parents of 
kindergarten and second-grade students were sampled. 
Vesper, J. J. (1984). The effects of a parent group 
education program on attitudes and perceptions within 
family systems. 
Triads of parents and a target child were randomly assigned 
to a treatment (STEP) or a wait-list control group. Only 
the mothers received the STEP program, but all subjects were 
tested pre- and posttreatment using the Parent Attitude 
Survey (PAS), the Child's Report of Parent Behavior 
Inventory (CRPBI) and posttreatment using the Adlerian 
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS). The 
mean ages of the parents and children were 35 years and 9 
years respectively. The results of univariate analysis of 
covariance show statistically significant (p<.05) 
differences between the scores for the STEP mothers and the 
control mothers on the Understanding and Trust scales of the 
PAS. Surprisingly, significant differences were found 
between the scores for the untreated STEP fathers and the 
control fathers on the Causation and Acceptance scales of 
the PAS. A statistically significant difference was also 
found between STEP and control group mother scores on the 
APACBS. Target children in the STEP group did not change 
their perceptions of either mother or father behaviors as 
measured by the CRPBI. 
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Villegas, A. V. (1977). The efficacy of Systematic Training 
for Effective Parenting with Chicana mothers. 
Twenty-eight Chicana mothers, with a child between the ages 
of 4 and 14, were randomly assigned to either treatment 
(STEP) or control. The dependent measures, administered 
pre- and posttreatment, included the Adlerian Parental 
Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS) and a Parent 
Competency Instrument (PCI), which measured the subjects' 
knowledge of child development principles. A statistically 
significant difference in gain scores on the APACBS was 
found favoring the STEP group. However, the standard 
deviation for the pre-treatment APACBS scores was 6.54, 
considerably lower than the 19-27 standard deviation range 
for other studies using the APACBS. No significant 
difference between groups was found for scores on the PCI. 
Wantz, R. A., & Recor, R . D. (1984) . Simultaneous parent-
child group intervention. 
Eleven parents (mean age= 28 years) were self-selected 
through newspaper and radio advertisements to participate in 
a 6-week STEP program. No control group was used. The mean 
age of the target children in the study was approximately 
four years. The dependent measure, administered pre- and 
posttreatment, was the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child 
Behavior Scale (APACBS). A statistically significant 
(p<.05) improvement in the mean score on the APACBS was 
reported. 
Weaver, C . J. S. (1981). The effects of the STEP program on 
mothers from different socio-economic levels. 
Equal numbers of volunteer mothers from two economic levels 
(lower to middle-lower and middle to upper-middle) were 
randomly assigned to either treatment (STEP) or control 
groups. Target children were selected by the mothers. The 
dependent measures were administered pre- and posttreatment 
and included the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child 
Behavior Scale (APACBS), the Attitude Toward the Freedom of 
Children Scale (ATFC-II), and the Children's Report of 
Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI). One-way ANCOVAs were 
used to analyze the data. On the APACBS scores, significant 
positive changes were found for the upper SES group relative 
to their control group but not for the lower SES group. On 
the CRPBI, children of the upper SES group reported 
significant positive changes in their parents behavior on 
only one of the six factors of the measure. The same result 
(but on a different factor) was reported by children of the 
lower SES group. The author reports no statistically 
significant changes on scores for the ATFC-II for either SES 
group. However, there are miscalculations in Table 6, page 
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44, of the study. Based on the pre- and posttest group 
means and the sums-of-squares values from the ANCOVA table, 
the F-value for lower SES group on the ATFC-II should have 
been 11.325 rather than .01, as reported. This corrected 
value would represent a statistically significant difference 
in scores (p=.013), pre- to posttest, between the lower SES 
group and their control group on the ATFC-II. 
Williams, R. E., Omizo, M. M., & Abrams, B. C. (1984). 
Effects of STEP on parental attitudes and locus of 
control of their learning disabled children. 
Thirty-eight volunteer parents with a "learning disabled" 
child (mean age= 10 . 5 years) were randomly assigned to 
either a treatment (Systematic Training for Effective 
Parenting, STEP) or control group. The dependent measures 
(administered pre- and posttreatment) included the Parent 
Attitude Survey (PAS) and the Locus of Control Inventory for 
Three Achievement Domains (LOCITAD), for the children. 
Group means and standard deviations are reported for all 
scales of both measures for posttreatment only. The authors 
assert that t-tests revealed no statistically significant 
differences between the groups on the pretreatment scores on 
the LOCITAD and nonsignificant differences on the 
pretreatment scores for the PAS scales. Statistically 
significant posttreatment differences, between the scores 
for the treatment and control groups, were found on three of 
five scales of the PAS (Acceptance, Trust, and Causation) 
and four of six domains of the LOCITAD. The six domains of 
the LOCITAD were collapsed in computing an effect size for 
this analysis. 
Wilmes-Reitz, M. E. (1983). Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting: The relationship of training 
methodology and parent characteristics to outcome 
variables. 
This study compares a standard STEP program with a modified 
STEP program (with role-playing) using a nonrandom and 
unmatched control group. Only mothers were included in the 
treatment. The mean ages of the mothers and their target 
children was 35 years and 10 years respectively. The 
dependent measures, administered pre- and posttreatment, 
included the Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI-Q 4 ) 
and the Child's Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI) 
No differences were found between the two STEP groups on 
either outcome variable. No group means or standard 
deviations are reported. The author reports that 
significant differences were found on any dependent variable 
scores between the combined trained parents (both STEP 
groups) and the control parents. 
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Winans, T. R. (1982). The effect of group parent training 
on marital satisfaction and on compatibility between 
spouses: An application and investigation of systems 
theory. 
Twenty couples comprised the units of investigation for this 
study with no control group. Pre-, posttreatment dependent 
measures included the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test 
(MAT) and the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations 
Orientation - Behavior (FIRO-B). Differences in group means 
were tested using correlated t-tests. No statistically 
significant differences (p<.05) were found between groups on 
any of the three scales of the FIRO-B . The author reports a 
statistically significant difference between group means for 
the scores on the MAT. However, the reported pre- and 
posttreatment group means and standard deviations result in 
an effect size (standardized mean difference) of only +0.25. 
In order for a mean difference standard error equaling +1.76 
(as reported) to have been computed, the correlation 
coefficient for the pretest and posttest scores would have 
to have been equal to approximately .92 (r= . 92). This is 
highly improbable and casts some doubt on the veracity of 
this significant difference . 
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APPENDIX C 
CODING SHEET FOR ANALYSIS OF PRIMARY STEP STUDIES 
Cols 
1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9 
10-11 
12 
13-15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21-22 
23 
24-25 
26-29 
30-33 
34-37 
Dependent 
ES#l 
ES#2 
ES#3 
ES#4 
ES#5 
ES#6 
NOTES: 
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CODING SHEET 
Analysis of Primary STEP studies 
coding 
Measures: 
(Reference) 
Description 
A. Identification 
1. study I.D.f 
2. ES I.D.f 
B. Subject Demographics 
1. Mean Age of Parents 
2. Mean Age of Child(ren) 
J. SES (1=high •••• 5=low) 
4. Mean Education of Parents 
c. Procedures and Methodology 
1. Leader (0=?,1=nonpro,2=pro) 
2 . sample size (all groups) 
3. Tapes (O=?,l=audio,2::video) 
4. Control Group (O=none,l=non-
random/unmatched, 2=non-
random/matched, l=random) 
5. Random Assignment 
(O=none ,l=part, 2=total) 
6. Program Participants 
(1=mothers,2=fathers,J=coup, 
4:parents,5:parents+child.) 
7. Overall Quality of study 
(l=poor ••••• 5=excellent) 
D. Dependent variables 
1. Type of Measure (see below) 
2. Measurement Pattern 
(l=posttest, 2=pre/posttest, 
l=pretest/fu, 4=posttest/fu) 
3. Follow-up period (months) 
E. Effect Size (SMD) 
F. Mean study ES-parent measures 
G. Mean study ES-child measures 
Type of Measures (Cols. 21-22) 
Parent Children 
lO=attitude 20=attitude 
ll=psych funct 21=psych funct 
12=self-concept 22=self-concept 
13=behav-self 23=behav-parent 
14=behav-child 24=behav-others 
lS=behav-others 25=behav-cklist 
16=family, marr. 26=other meas. 
17=parent/child interaction 
18=program evaluation 
19=other measures 
APPENDIX D 
CONVENTIONS MANUAL 
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CONVENTIONS MANUAL 
Contained in this document are the conventions or basic 
rules that were used to code the STEP intervention research 
articles . In some instances, the exact detailed information 
necessary for coding may not have been reported. Educated 
guesses based on the available information have been used. 
These instances will be discussed under the separate 
sections in this manual. 
General Coding Conventions 
Information that is not available is coded as a 11 - 11 for 
numerical information (e.g. mean age of parents or 
socioeconomic status) and "0" for categorical information 
(e.g . type of group leadership). If a definitive decision 
could not be made with regard to the coding of a particular 
piece of information, a"-" or a "0" was used. 
Each study was coded in a single sitting by the author of 
this dissertation. Ten studies were drawn, at random, two 
weeks after the initial coding and recoded to check for 
intra -r ater reliability. The results of each recoding were 
identical to the original. 
No attempt at inter-rater reliability was attempted. 
Because the coding criteria are so clearly defined and 
because of the time required to train an outside rater, this 
step in the validity process was deemed unnecessary. 
Specific Coding Conventions 
Cols Conventions 
1-2 Each study was assigned an identification number. 
3-4 Each computed effect size (normally a standardized 
mean difference) was assigned a separate 
identification number. 
5-6 The mean age of all parents in all groups is 
listed in full years. If only a range of ages is 
provided, and the range covers less than 10 years, 
the midpoint of that range is listed. A"-" is 
marked if the information is not available or the 
range of ages is 10 years or greater. 
7-8 The mean age of all children of the parents 
involved in the study is listed in full years. The 
convention that was used for the parents' range of 
ages is also used for the children . In addition, 
if the children's grade(s) in school is reported, 
but not the ages, this information was used to 
estimate the mean age of the children. 
9 The socioeconomic status of the family is listed 
if any y information is provided. A rating of 
"1" is indicative of an "upper class" description . 
The term "upper middle class" warranted a rating 
of "2" . "Middle class" was rate a "3". "Lower 
middle class" was rated a 114 11 • "Lower class" was 
rated a 115 11 • Information given by the author of 
the primary study which inferred these 
socioeconomic levels was also used to estimate 
this rating, where available. For example, a study 
involving families described as being on welfare 
would be assigned a rating of 115 11 • 
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10 - 11 The mean education level of the parents is listed 
in full years. High school graduates would receive 
a rating of 1112 11 • College graduates received a 
rating of 1116 11 with additional years for advanced 
degrees. Parents with "some high school education" 
were assigned a rating of 1110 11 • "Some college" 
received a rating of 1114" . 
12 Any special parent characteristics are coded. 
Parents referred by the courts for child abuse are 
coded 111 11 • Parents with substance abuse problems 
are coded 112 11 • Other special parents, such as all 
Chicana mothers, Head Start mothers or foster 
parents are coded with 113 11 • 
13 The level of handicap attributed to the children 
in the study is coded. Both physical and 
psychological handicaps are considered . If no 
handicap is mentioned or none is present, a 110 11 
was entered. A 111 11 indicates a mild handicap, such 
as a label of "latency-age" or scoring in the 
lower two quartiles of a reading test. A 112 11 
indicates a moderate handicap, such as "Learning 
Disabled", and a 113 11 indicates a severe handicap, 
such as a paraplegic or brain damaged. 
14 The leader(s) or facilitator(s) of the group(s) 
was coded based on their education and experience. 
In order to be rated a professional (coded a 112 11 ) 
the leader needed to have an advanced degree in 
psychology, counseling, or a related field and 
have been specially trained in facilitating the 
STEP program. If either of these criteria wEre not 
met, the leader was rated a nonprofessional, with 
a 111 11 coding. If the information on group 
leadership was not provided or was unclear the 
coding was II O 11 • 
15-17 The total sample size for those groups 
(experimental and control) that were included in 
the calculation of that particular effect size was 
listed. This total would not include group members 
who dropped out during the program and were not 
included in the calculations that the researcher 
made for the study. 
18 The kit for the STEP program originally used only 
audiotapes. The kit with videotapes was made 
available in 1989 . If the researcher specifically 
stated that audiotapes were used (or just "tapes" 
prior to 1989) this was coded a "1" . If the 
researcher specifically stipulated that videotapes 
were used, a "2" was entered. Missing information 
or uncertainty about the type of tapes used in the 
STEP program resulted in a "0" coding. 
19 The type of control group used in the study is 
coded here. If no control or comparison group is 
used, a "0" is recorded. A non-random and 
unmatched comparison group resulted in a "1" being 
recorded. A "2" was used to denote a non-random, 
but matched comparison group. A control group that 
resulted from random assignment was coded with a 
"3". 
20 If no random assignment is indicated (a "0" code) 
either the groups were formed nonrandomly or there 
was only one group (the treatment group) . A coding 
of "1", partial randomization, indicates either, 
(a) randomization was attempted but some aspect of 
group assignment, such as scheduling, interfered 
with total randomization, or, (b) assignment to 
two or more groups was made randomly but an 
additional group (usually the control group) was 
selected separately, without regard for 
randomization. A coding of "2" indicates that the 
assignment of subjects to two or more groups was 
made using a valid randomization procedure (i.e. 
coin flip, random number tables, drawing names or 
numbers without replacement). 
NOTE: In studies of this nature, no attempt at 
random selection of subjects is possible. Almost 
every researcher must rely on volunteer subjects 
for their study . The threat to the external 
validity (generalizability) of these studies is 
recognized. 
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21 The actual participants in the treatment and 
control groups are coded with a "1" if only 
mothers participated. A "2" indicated that only 
fathers participated. A coding of "3'' indicates 
that only couples (married and unmarried) 
participated. If a combination of mothers, 
fathers, and couples participated, a "4" was 
entered. A coding of "5" indicated that both a 
parent (mother, father, or both) and their child 
was involved in the treatment. 
22 The overall quality of the study is assigned a 
rating from "1" (poor) to "5" (excellent). The 
rating is based on the rater's perceived threats 
to the internal validity of the study. The overall 
quality can vary within a study if the research 
methodology differs for subjects or dependent 
measures in the study. A rating form was completed 
for each study. The criteria for this rating can 
be found as Appendix F and a summary of the 
ratings are included as Appendix G. Threats to 
external validity are not considered in this 
rating (see NOTE for Column 20). 
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23-24 The type of dependent measure is coded to indicate 
whether the parent or child was assessed (column 
23) and what characteristic was assessed (column 
24). The complete list of codes is contained on 
the coding sheet (see Appendix C). In addition, 
Appendix E contains a listing of all dependent 
measures that were included in each coded 
category. 
25 The pattern for obtaining the values of the 
dependent measure that were used in the effect 
size (standardized mean difference) calculation 
(columns 28-32) is coded. Multiple patterns are 
possible within the same study if pretreatment, 
posttreatment, and follow-up measures were 
obtained. A coding of "1" indicates that only 
posttest (posttreatment) measures are included. A 
"2" indicates the use of both pretest and posttest 
measures for the calculation. A coding of "3" 
indicates the use of pretest and follow-up 
measures. If only posttreatment and follow-up 
scores are available to calculate an effect size, 
a "4" is entered. 
26-27 If a "3" or a "4" was coded in column 25, the 
follow-up period (in months) is entered in these 
columns. If no follow-up measures were obtained, a 
"0" was coded. 
28-32 The actual effect size computed by using the 
particular dependent measure results reported in 
the study was entered including a"+" or a 11 - 11 
sign. The formulae for computing these effect 
sizes (normally, standardized mean differences) 
are listed in Appendix H. If all of the subscales 
for a particular dependent measure relate 
to the same general characteristic (e.g. self-
esteem, dogmatism, attitudes toward parenting), a 
mean effect size is computed and entered rather 
than the individual effect sizes for the 
subscales. The notable exception to this is the 
five subscales of Hereford's Parent Attitude 
Survey (PAS) . This measure is used extensively in 
parent education studies and the scales 
specifically measure various parent attitudes 
toward their children. As such, the separate 
computation of effect sizes for these scales might 
provide valuable insight into the effects of STEP . 
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APPENDIX E 
IDENTIFICATION AND CATEGORIZATION 
OF DEPENDENT MEASURES 
239 
240 
Identification and Categorization of Dependent Measures 
PARENT MEASURES 
Code Abbrev-
iation 
10 (11) ATFC-II 
PARI- (Q4 ) 
PAS 
PATSNY 
PPAS 
Rokeach 
11 (12) CWLS 
PSI 
TJT 
12 (13) TSCS 
CSI 
13 ( 14) CRPS 
PARQ 
14 (15) CRPBI 
PARQ 
15 (16) CRPS 
MCIE 
RCM 
STC 
16 (17) FES 
FIRO-B 
MAT 
17 (18) QFLQ 
SCPRS 
18 (19) CEI 
PCI 
PSP 
STEP Ques. 
Name of Instrument 
Attitude Toward the Freedom of Children 
Scale-II 
Parent Attitude Research Instrument 
Hereford's Parent Attitude Survey 
Parent Attitude Towards Special Needs 
Youngsters 
Porter Parental Acceptance Scale 
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 
Coping With Loss Scale 
Parenting Stress Index 
Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis 
Profile 
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 
Child Rearing Practices Scale 
Parent Acceptance-Rejection Quest . 
Child's Report of Parent Behavior 
Inventory 
Parent Acceptance-Rejection Quest. 
Child Rearing Practices Scale 
Mother/Child Interaction Exercise 
Response-Class Matrix 
Sensitivity to Children Questionnaire 
Family Environment Scale 
Fundamental Interpersonal Relations 
Orientation-Behavior 
Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test 
Quinn's Family Life Questionnaire 
Swanson Child-Parent Relationship Scale 
Concept Evaluation Instrument 
Parent Competency Instrument 
Perceptual Survey for Parents 
Step Evaluation Questionnaire 
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Identification and Categorization of Dependent Measures 
CHILD MEASURES 
Code Abbrev-
iation 
21 (22) Gates-Mac 
LOCI TAD 
PPNS 
22 (23) DSC 
MPSC 
MSC 
PHCSCS 
PSCI 
23 (25) APACBS 
Becker 
CAAP 
JBC 
MCBC 
Parent 
PPS 
QPBS 
24 (26) Dever. 
CBRF 
MCBC 
RCM 
Walker 
27 (28) QFLQ 
Qu. 
Name of Instrument 
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test 
Locus of Control Inventory for Three 
Achievement Domains 
Pre-Primary Nowicki-Strickland 
Internal/External Scale 
Dimensions of Self-Concept 
McDaniel-Piers Self-Concept Scale 
Measures of Self-Concept 
Piers - Harris Children's Self-Concept 
Scale 
Primary Self-Concept Inventory 
Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child 
Behavior Scale 
Becker Bipolar Adjective Checklist 
Child & Adolescent Adjustment Profile 
Jesness Behavior Checklist 
Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist 
Parent Questionnaire 
Parental Perception Survey 
Quay-Peterson Behavior Scale 
Devereau Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale 
Coopersmith Behavior Rating Form 
Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist 
Response-Class Matrix 
Walker Problem Behavior Identification 
Checklist 
Quinn's Family Life Questionnaire 
NOTE: The numbers in parentheses in the first column refer 
to the coding of that dependent variable for the 
MetaStat program. The numbers outside the parentheses 
refer to the coding on the "Coding Sheet". 
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RATING FORM FOR "QUALITY OF STUDY" 
Study I.D.# 
Reference 
Rating Guide for Threats to Internal Validity 
O not a plausible threat to the study's internal validity. 
1 = potential minor problem in attributing the observed 
effect to the treatment; by itself, not likely to 
account for a substantial portion of the observed 
results . 
2 plausible alternative explanation which , by itself, 
could account for a substantial portion of the observed 
results. 
3 = By itself could explain most or all of the observed 
results . 
Rating 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
Criteria for "Quality of Study" Ratings 
Criteria 
Any single threat that is coded a "3", 
or two or more threats that are coded a "2", 
or a total of all threats >8 . 
Any single threat that is coded a "2", 
or a total of all threats= 6, 7, or 8. 
A total of all threats= 4 or 5, with no 
coding of "2" or "3". 
A total of all threats= 2 or 3, with no 
coding of 112 11 or "3". 
A total of all threats= O or 1. 
Threats to Internal Validity 
History; events which occur between observations. 
Maturation; biological, physiological & 
psychological changes. 
Testing; effects of pretest on posttest scores. 
Instrumentation; changes in administrator or 
administration procedures. 
Regression; tendency for extreme scores to 
become less extreme at retesting. 
Selection; biases for differential recruitment 
and\or assignment of subjects. 
Attrition; differential loss of participants. 
TOTAL 
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APPENDIX G 
SUMMARY OF QUALITY RATINGS FOR STEP STUDIES 
Summary of Ratings for "Quality of Study" for STEP Studies 
Threats to Internal Validity 
STUDY ID QUALITY 
Hist. Matur. Test . Instr_. __ Regr . Selec. Attrit. TOTAL RATING 
Bauer, 1977 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 4 2 
Bellamy, 1979 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 4 3 
Brooks et al . , 1988 1 0 1 0 0 1 3 6 1 
Catania, 1985 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 5 2 
Clark, 1983 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 2 
Clarkson, 1978 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 5 2 
Cronauer, 1981 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 4 
de Sherbinin, 1981 2 1 0 1 3 2 1 10 1 
Dodley, 1981 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 5 2 
Esters, 1980 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 5 1 
Goldstein, 1990 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 2 
Gould, 1979 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 5 1 
Gruen, 1978 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 6 2 
Hammett et al . , 1981 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 4 tv 
.i:,. 
Vl 
Summary of Ratings for "Quality of Study" for STEP Studies ( continued) 
Threats to Internal Validity 
STUDY ID QUALITY 
Hist. Matur. Test . Instr. Regr. Selec. Attrit. TOTAL RATING 
Jackson, 1982 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 4 2 
Kozlowski, 1979 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 6 2 
Krieg, 1985 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 6 2 
LaFountain, 1987 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 1 
Larrivee, 1982 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 7 1 
Lifur-Bennett, 1982 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 4 
Maez, 1987 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 4 
McKay, 1976 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 3 
Messinger-Revell, 1983 2 0 0 1 0 2 1 6 1 
Miller, 1986 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 7 1 
Misja, 1980 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 2 
Moline, 1979 1 0 1 1 1 2 0 6 2 
Nolan-Stenseth, 1982 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 2 
Nystul, 1982 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 4 
N 
Radabaugh, 1981 1 0 1 1 1 2 0 6 2 ~ 
°' 
Summary of Ratings for "Quality of Study" for STEP Studies ( continued) 
Threats to Internal Valid i ty 
STUDY ID 
Hist. Matur. Test. Instr. Regr. Selec. Attrit . 
Saltzer, 1987 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 
Sellick, 1979 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Sharpley et al. , 1980 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Summerlin, 1978 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Vesper, 1984 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 
Villegas, 1977 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 
Wantz & Recor, 1984 3 0 0 1 0 1 1 
Weaver, 1981 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 
Williams et al., 1984 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 
Wilmes-Reitz, 1983 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 
Winans, 1982 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 
TOTAL 
5 
5 
4 
2 
5 
5 
6 
6 
4 
4 
5 
QUALITY 
RATING 
2 
1 
3 
4 
3 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 
2 
rv 
,i:,. 
....J 
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Formulas for Computation of Effect Sizes 
If pre- and posttreatment measures are recorded with the 
inclusion of a control group: 
(1) ES (postye - preYe) - (postyc - preYc) 
1/3 (prese + presc + postsc) 
If only posttest measures are recorded: 
(2) ES 
If only t-scores are reported: 
( 3) ES 1 
If only F - ratios are reported (with two treatment groups) 
( 4) ES 
If no control group is included: 
(5) ES postye - preye 
prese 
APPENDIX I 
BREAKDOWN TABLES 35-40: VARIABLES 
BY QUALITY OF STUDY 
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Table 35 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Column 
Total 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 
Very Poor 
0.4958 
( 2 6) 
2 
Poor 
0.7072 
(68) 
3 
Fair 
0.5639 
( 31) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Column 
Total 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 
Very Poor 
-0.3000 
( 4) 
2 
Poor 
0.6640 
(15) 
3 
Fair 
-0.0786 
( 7) 
4 
Good 
0.6064 
( 25) 
4 
Good 
0.3860 
( 5) 
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Row 
Total 
0.6240 
( 150) 
Row 
Total 
0.3620 
( 31) 
Table 36 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
and Publication Group 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Pub Group Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Journal 0.345 1. 001 0.744 
( 4) ( 8) ( 8) 
Dissertation 0.523 0.707 0.412 0.542 
( 22) (68) ( 23) ( 1 7) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Pub Group Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Journal -0.467 
( 3) 
Dissertation 1. 280 0.664 -0.079 0.386 
( 1) (15) ( 7) ( 5) 
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Row 
Total 
0.767 
( 20) 
0.602 
( 13 0) 
Row 
Total 
-0.467 
( 3) 
0.451 
( 2 8) 
Table 37 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
and Socioeconomic Status (SES) 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
SES Group Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Missing 0.313 0.825 0.599 0.660 
(11) ( 2 6) ( 9) (1) 
Mid-Upper - - - - - 0.454 0.518 0.423 
(11) ( 18) ( 8) 
Middle 0.286 0.347 0.693 0.658 
( 5) ( 1 7) ( 4) (10) 
Lower-Mid 0.802 1.126 - - - - - 1.023 
( 10) (14) ( 4) 
Lower - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.225 
(2) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
SES Group Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Missing -0.467 0.030 -0.079 - - - - -
( 3) (2) ( 7) 
Mid-Upper - - - - - 0.188 - - - - - 0.386 
( 4) (5) 
Middle - - - - - 1.095 - - - - - - - - - -
( 4) 
Lower-Mid 1.280 0.954 - - - - - - - - - -
(1) (5) 
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Row 
Total 
0.658 
( 4 7) 
0.478 
( 3 7) 
0.463 
( 3 6) 
0.995 
( 28) 
0.225 
(2) 
Row 
Total 
-0.158 
(12) 
0.298 
( 9) 
1.095 
( 4) 
1.008 
( 6) 
Table 38 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
and Degree of Child Handicap 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Degree Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
None 0.563 0.729 0.517 0.691 
(12) ( 55) ( 2 3) (15) 
Mild 0.551 1 . 180 0.800 - - - - -
( 8) (5) (1) 
Moderate 0.287 0 . 262 0 . 686 0 . 479 
(6) ( 8) ( 7) (10) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Degree Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
None -0.467 0.548 -0.079 - - - - -
( 3) (13) (7) 
Mild 1. 280 1.420 - - - - - - - - - -
( 1) ( 2) 
Moderate - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.386 
(5) 
Row 
Total 
0.658 
( 105) 
0.794 
(14) 
0 . 433 
( 31) 
Row 
Total 
0 . 225 
( 2 3) 
1. 373 
( 3) 
0.386 
(5) 
Table 39 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
and Program Participants 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Particip. Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Mothers 0.916 0.660 0.407 0.642 
( 5) ( 11) (23) ( 11) 
Couples - - - - - 1.026 - - - - - - - - - -
(10) 
Parents 0.396 0.680 1.014 0.579 
(21) (45) ( 8) (14) 
Parents and - - - - - -0.005 - - - - - - - - - -
Children ( 2) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Particip. Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Mothers - - - - - - - - - - -0.079 - - - - -
( 7) 
Parents -0.030 0.762 - - - - - 0.386 
( 4) (13) (5) 
Parents and - - - - - 0.030 - - - - - - - - - -
( 2) 
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Row 
Total 
0.565 
( 5 0) 
1.026 
(10) 
0.626 
(88) 
-0.005 
( 2) 
Row 
Total 
-0.079 
( 7) 
0.532 
( 22) 
0.030 
( 2) 
Table 40 
Breakdown of Mean Effect Sizes by Quality of Study 
and Parent or Child Measure 
Immediate Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Measure Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Parent 0.661 0.722 0.530 0.626 
( 9) (46) ( 25) (19) 
Child 0.408 0.675 0.707 0.543 
( 1 7) ( 22) ( 6) ( 6) 
Follow-Up Effect Sizes 
Means (and Cell Sizes) 
Overall Quality of Study 
1 2 3 4 
Measure Very Poor Poor Fair Good 
Parent -0.467 0.826 -0.130 0.595 
( 3) ( 7) (6) ( 2) 
Child 1.280 0.523 0.230 0.247 
(1) ( 8) ( 1) ( 3) 
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Row 
Total 
0.650 
( 9 9) 
0.575 
( 51) 
Row 
Total 
0.266 
(18) 
0.495 
(13) 
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~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
Dr. John M. Sutton 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322·2810 
Telephone (801) 7 50-1460 
March 24, 1993 
Guidance and Counseling 
University of Southern Maine 
37 College Avenue 
Gorham, Maine 04038-1032 
Dear Dr. Sutton, 
I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I · 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1983 study (with Nancy Ann Campbell) 
from the Journal for Specialists in Group Work among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
In addition, I would appreciate receiving a copy of your raw 
data including cell standard deviation score~ for both groups on 
the ATCRS, for tne experimental group on the CBC, and for both 
groups on the te~subscales of the FES. These data would help me 
to calculate standardized mean differences for my meta-analysis. 
I realize that the study was conducted at least 10 years 
ago. But, if the data are available; I would greatly appreciate 
your help. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
Sincerely, /J ./ :' ; J / /)/ ;· · 
JtuY././~ -
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
Ul1C 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
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Dr. Larry E. Beutler 
Department of Psychiatry 
!. 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan , Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750-1460 
March 26, 1993 
University of Arizona College of Medicine 
1501 N. Campbell 
Tucson, Arizona 85724 
Dear Dr. Beutler, 
I wrote you several days ago to request your assistance in 
my search for evaluation studies of the STEP parenting program. 
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I have another favor to ask. Your 1979 study (with Or6-
Beutler and Mitchell) used two treatment groups. If you still 
have access to your original data, could you send me the group 
mean and standard deviation values for all measures, pre- and 
posttest, for the STEP treatment group? I will need this data in 
order to compute standardized mean differences for my rneta-
analysis. 
Once again, thank you for your assistance. 
Sinc~rely, 1 
7 (,,- . /\ / /'; 
. //(L~Y<.) /: . // .!/ 
-....,-' . ~
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
FAX: 801-750-1448 
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~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan , Utah 84322·2810 
Telephone (801) 750-1460 
March 23, 1993 
Dr. Larry E. Beutler 
Department of Psychiatry 
University of Arizona, College of Medicine 
1501 N. Campbell 
Tucson, Arizona 85724 
Dear Dr. Beutler, 
I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation entitled, A Meta-Analytic Review of the 
Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I have located 50 
primary studies that are directly related to this issue and have 
included your 1979 article from the Journal of Counseling 
Psychology among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
sincerely, 1. . . 1 . 
', /,J!_ .. /) -~~ yo.. .. - /.. · /--! 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah state University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
N 
I.D 
N 
-·--·-._, 
t I J . , , \ ' ', c,'O' UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY . 6 cJ 
Department of Psychology z L I 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 ~ 
, ~ 
Yj. / 
I 
'"" 
Dr. Larry R. Beutler J 
-"'-~t B- _'.llf»Fot' .\Jc:] ¥1:a:tty 
,,-n1vers1ty of A~
1
izona, l,College of Medicine 
1501 North Campbell ::, 
: NOT DELIVER: I hS AOOR[Si 
iuNrnLE TO F,• 
• ···ot:c_:: ,.- · l 
~ ~ ,-., \' ·· .. 
,,,, .,,.,.,;. r 
: I -~.J , l 
-...:- · 
Tucson, Arizona 85724 ·.r 
11111 ~Uhlt"1Ji1,,~1~t 
-------~-
·., 
Dr. Don c. Dinkmeyer 
a 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan , Utah 64322·2610 
Telephone (601) 750-1460 
March 23, 1993 
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Department of Educational Leadership 
Western Kentucky University 
Bowling Green, Kentucky 42101 
Dear Dr. Dinkmeyer, 
We met at a STEP training workshop in San Diego about three 
years ago. My wife and I thoroughly enjoyed your workshop and 
continue to lead STEP groups . 
I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation entitled, A Meta-Analytic Review of the 
Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I have located 50 
primary studies that are directly related to this issue and have 
enclosed a copy of that bibliography. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
Thank you {or your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
/ 
Sincerely, 
. I '/ ;. /'_t; . I , .· 
.,,,. . / / r · . // ,' -
L / (i.. L ~ /'· ) ~:-::;I--\_. 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
P.S. Congratulations on the success of your basketball team; 
Good luck against Kentucky!! 
Dear David, 
236 Crestlake Way 
Bowling Green, KY 42104 
(502) 781-9529 I fax 781-1550 
April 5, 1993 
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Thank you for your letter of March 23rd concerning STEP research, and the accompanying list 
of studies. 
To my knowledge, this is a complete and accurate review of the literature. As a final step, you 
might check with the publisher of the program, American Guidance Service. They can be 
reached at 1-800-328-2560 . You want to speak with anyone in the Elhi department, which 
developed the program . 
If I can be of additional assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. I am most interested 
in the outcome of your study, as is the publisher. 
~ 
Don Dinkmeyer, Jr., Ph.D. 
c;:.\ . 
Dr. G. Robert Ward 
~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322·2810 
Telephone (801) 750.1460 
March 23, 1993 
Educational Psychology Department 
Brigham Young University 
Provo, Utah 84602 
Dear Dr . Ward, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation entitled, A Meta-Analytic Review of the 
Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I have located 50 
primary studies that are directly related to this issue and have 
included your 1981 study (with M. L . Summerlin) from Elementary 
School Guidance and Counseling among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field . I would appreciate it if y ou 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may h_ave overlooked. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
~incerely, 
( 
I .' I 
,_ J c: , I / , : I 
. '/ C.~L-, <_ /, .~ ( t_ 
~- / 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
HONOI CODE orr1CE 
HICHAM YOUNC UNIVERSITY 
337 IWKT 
PO IOX 25537 
,aovo, UTAH 84602 · 5537 
(801) 37' · 2847 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, UT 84322-291 O 
Dear David, 
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April 14, 1993 
I can not help you in your request concerning the literature pertaining to the STEP Program due to 
other assignments here at BYU. I have not been involved in research for the past twelve years . 
I wish you the very best in your endeavors to complete your degree. I appreciate you thinking of 
me. 
Sincerely, 
I~ 
G. Robert Ward , Ph.D. 
Counselor 
Dr. Jacques Benninga 
Education Department 
• UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750-1460 
March 24, 1993 
California State University at Fresno 
5310 N. Campus Drive 
Fresno, CA 93740-0001 
Dear Dr. Benninga, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1979 study (with Ruth Meredith) from 
Elementary School Guidance and Counseling among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
In addition, I would appreciate receiving a . copy of your raw 
data including cell means and standard deviation scores for both 
groups on all three of your dependent measures. Your F-scores 
from your ANOVA table would also be helpful: These data would 
help me to calculate standardized mean differences for my meta-
_analysis. 
I realize that the study was conducted ~t least 14 years 
ago. But, if the data are available, I would greatly appreciate 
your help. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY• FRESNO 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
Department of Literacy and Early Education 
5310 North Campus Drive 
Fresno, California 93740-0002 
(209) 278-5762 
Mr. David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan. Utah 84322-2810 
Dear Mr. Gibson. 
April 26, 1993 
I am in receipt of yrn. March 24. 1993 letter reques1ing additional information on 
a STEP-related piece of research I published in 1979 with Ruth Meredith. Unfortunately I 
have none of the raw data. The research was conducted a long time ago, and in the 
meantime I have been through about five moves and three universities_. · I would doubt 
that Ruth Meredith has any of the raw data either, but I believe she is still in Bowling 
Green, KY and you might try contacting her at Western Kentucky University's College of 
Education. · 
Sorry I can't be of more help. 
Sincerely, . 
rJ7 - g,-:, ~ 
fiacques S: Benninga 
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Dr. Michael S. Nystul 
• UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (601) 750-1460 
March 24, 1993 
Department of Educational Psychology 
New Mexico State University 
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003-0194 
Dear Dr. Nystul, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah state University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1982 study from The Journal of 
Psychology among them. 
In an effort t~ obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
In addition, I would appreciate receiving a copy of your 
pre- and posttest scores (cell means and standard deviations) for 
both groups on the ATFC-II and the five attitude scales of the 
PARI Q4 • These figures are not reported in your study. These data 
would help me to calculate standardized mean differences for my 
_meta-analysis. 
I realize that the study was conducted at least 11 years 
ago. But, if the data are available, I would greatly appreciate 
your help. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
·, Sincerely, _.,, ,.-, 
I /;\ / i ' ; 
. (j I J / / ;/~ 
. - LC'-.F · '_). /~\(_:, 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology 
Box 30001 /Dept. 3CEP 
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003-0001 
Telephone (505) 646-2121 
David G. Gibson 
Dept. of Psych. 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
Dear David: 
3-30-93 
It looks like you are into a very interesting 
research project. I have not been into the field of 
parented for some years so do not know if vour list 
of references is incomplete. I did my work on STEP 
when I was in Australia. Unfortunately, I do not know 
where that data is that vou are requestinq. 
it was lost in the move. 
Perhaps 
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At any rate, good luck in your work . I would suogest 
that you write to AGS the pub. of STEP. They keep a list 
of the articles that were writte n and also contact Don 
Dinkmeyer at ph 305-752-0793. 
s in c e
1
f e 1 y ; 
ri::·} .. 
Mike Nystul, Ph.D 
Assoc. Prof. 
l----. 
,· 'i"'lAv·S I; . 
~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan, Utah 84322·2810 
Telephone (801) 75().1460 
March 24, 1993 
Dr. William D. Saltzer 
Department of General Education 
Pennsylvania state University 
Allentown Campus 
Fogelsville, PA 1805i 
Dear Dr. Saltzer, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1987 doctoral dissertation among 
them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or"unpublished, that I may have overlooked . 
Thank you -±or your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
.....---, . 
S.ince,rely, ; /-. 
.· j /-
,. / ( ,.- ... i . ,.· ,_ .. · '--
_:_ ...... / ~.:..1:;./ .(_) •,0 '-' -"--· 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
Dr. Ruth Meredith 
a 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan . Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750-1460 
March 24, 1993 
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50 'L-' 
Department of Educational Leadership 
Western Kentucky University 
Bowling Green, Kentucky 42101 
Dear Dr. Meredith, 
.fi-f':, .,.J J '.:.-"·d ;.,l 
/)lr,;T .' 
I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1979 study (with Jacques Benninga) · 
from Elementary School Guidance and Counseling among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
In addition, I would appreciate receiving a copy of your raw 
data including cell means and standard deviation scores for both 
groups on all three of your dependent measures. Your F-scores 
from your ANOVA table would also be helpful. These data would 
help me to calculate standardized mean differences for my meta-
analysis. ~ 
I realize that the study was conducted at least 14 years 
ago. But, if the data are available, I would greatly appreciate 
your help. · 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
, ,,--S_:J,ncerely, 
( / ( .· /)' 
. . . ~/ ~ .,.,..·"'.,. ;"/ U' (y.-- . ·- . 
' / ·. 
,,.·· / / · .. 
' -c7'- · ~ -
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
Dr. Duane Brown 
· ~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750.1460 
March 24, 1993 
Department of Educational Psychology 
University of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-6001 
Dear Dr. Brown, 
I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have .included your 1986 study (with M. D. Jackson) from 
The School Counselor among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
In addition, I would appreciate receiving a ' copy of your 
pre- and posttest scores (cell means and standard deviations) for 
the CRPBI and Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. These 
figures are not reported in your study. These data would help me 
to calculate standardized mean differences for my meta-analysis. 
I realize that the study was ~onducted at least seven years 
ago. But, if the data are available, I would greatly appreciate 
your help. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
--7 
Enclosure: 
:z. c-·, el~,- /)/2__ :».,/) kX· . ./ 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Ptah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
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Dr. Robert E. Williams 
!. 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan , Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750-1460 
March 23, 1993 
Department of Educational Psychology 
College of Education 
University of Houston 
Houston, Texas 77201 
Dear Dr. Williams, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation entitled, A Meta-Analytic Review of the 
Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I have located 50 
primary studies that are directly related to this issue and have 
included your 1984 study from The School Counselor among them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
Siri~;irely, 
. J ,' ~ //; /j ,,7 
J~-c:.-..Y / j , /_Lt-;--
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
Dr. Edward O. Gould 
President/Chancellor 
Victor Valley College 
18422 Bear Valley Road 
Victorville, CA 92392 
Dear Dr . Gould, 
• UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan . Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (601) 750-1460 
March 23, 1993 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABD and have 
an approved dissertation entitled, A Meta-Analytic Review of the 
Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I have located 50 
primary studies that are directly related to this issue and have 
included your 1979 doctoral dissertation among them . 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the ~TEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may have overlooked. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
si6~~rely, . 
,: J .- ) I!/ \ ~- , / L 1.· / . . / ... L·--.. (__ / !.<-'-' -- · . - . . ·----:----- . 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
~ 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
Logan. Utah 84322-2810 
Telephone (801) 750-14&0 
March 24, 1993 
Dr. Rebecca M. LaFountain 
Department of Counseling 
Shippensburg University 
Shippensburg, PA 17257-2299 
Dear Dr. LaFountain, 
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I am completing my PhD in Psychology-Research and Evaluation 
Methodology at Utah State University. I am currently ABO and have 
an approved dissertation proposal entitled, A Meta-Analytic 
Review of the Literature on the Efficacy of the STEP Program. I 
have located 50 primary studies that are directly related to this 
issue and have included your 1987 doctoral dissertation among 
them. 
In an effort to obtain all available studies that address 
the effectiveness of the STEP program I am writing to a number of 
prominent researchers in this field. I would appreciate it if you 
could review the enclosed bibliography and refer me to any 
studies, published or unpublished, that I may nave overlooked. 
Thank you for your kind assistance. 
Enclosure: 
Sincerely I ) -~ / -} .. - /1 . . 
. /c,_,,J! . (/ ,;~"~ ~ 
L .. / . •.../ 
David G. Gibson 
Department of Psychology 
Utah State University 
UMC 2810 
Logan, Utah 84322-2810 
APPENDIX K 
DESCRIPTION OF SCALES OF HEREFORD'S 
PARENT ATTITUDE SURVEY 
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Scale 
Description of the Scales of Hereford's 
Parent Attitude Survey 
Description (Hereford. 1963, pp . 39-40) 
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Confidence This scale refers to the parent's concept of 
himself. In terms of a continuum, the 
attitude ranges from the low end--at which a parent feels 
inadequate, dissatisfied, and unsure, and believes that he 
lacks the ability to be a good parent - to the opposite end-
-at which a parent feels sure of himself, adequate to meet 
the demands of parenthood, and unconcerned about the 
difficulties of parent - child relations. 
Causation This scale is concerned with the 
interpretation a parent makes of his child's 
behavior, and the extent to which he involves himself as a 
causative factor. At one end of this continuum i s the parent 
who holds that behavior is inherited or due to supernatural 
factors, or who take the position of immutable causal 
determination. At the other end is the parent who feels that 
his child's behavior is determined by parent-child 
interaction, by environmental influences, and by parental 
behavior and attitudes. 
Acceptance This scale measures the degree to which a 
parent is satisfied with his child, finds that the 
child's behavior fits in with his own concepts, and sees the 
child as an individual in his own right . At one end of the 
continuum is the parent who overtly and completely rejects 
his child. At the other end is the completely permissive 
parent. 
Understanding This scale might also be thought of as a 
communication or interaction variable, although it 
is not necessarily dependent on the amount of verbal 
exchange. At the lower end of this continuum is the parent 
who does not share ideas, attitudes, or feelings with his 
child; at the upper end is the parent who prizes the 
reciprocal exchange of both the intellectual and emotional 
aspects of living. 
Trust This scale measures the amount of confidence 
that parents and children have in each other. 
At the lower end of this continuum is a parent-child 
relation marked by suspicion and deceit; at the other end is 
a relation characterized by mutual confidence and trust. 
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